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Abstract

IMPLICATIONS OF GENDER STEREOTYPES FOR PUBLIC POLICY
By Sharon Lynn Smith, Ph.D.
A Dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy at Virginia Commonwealth University
Virginia Commonwealth University, 2010
Major Director: Margaret L. Williams, Ph.D.
Professor and Chair, Management and Information Systems
Major Director: Janet R. Hutchinson, Ph.D.
Professor of Public Policy
Chair of Women’s Studies
L. Douglas Wilder School of Government

Stereotypes continue to be present and impact the assessment of women’s leadership
effectiveness. Using a data set of senior executives in the public sector from The Leadership
Circle multi-rater assessment tool, research supports the theory that gender influences how
bosses rate their direct reports on leadership effectiveness. Survey data identifying leadership
characteristics in the assessment as communal or agentic substantiate role congruence theory that
women are still penalized for behaving contrary to the feminine stereotype.
Role congruence theory seeks to explain the barriers that prevent women from rising into
leadership positions. Representative bureaucracy explains the consequence in public policy
when women are not in the senior executive positions of authority.

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

I believe that stereotypes are alive and well in our culture. By contributing to the
literature on how stereotypes influence how we perceive behaviors to be feminine or masculine,
whether consciously or not, I believe we can more effectively assist people in their development,
continue to refute stereotypes that exist in the workplace, and help eliminate some of the barriers
to women rising into leadership positions.
It is necessary to change the views of what leadership “looks like” within organizations to
remove the barriers for women to progress and receive the same opportunities and rewards from
professional development as men do. Understanding the ways in which stereotypical views of
leadership through the lens of masculinity and femininity play out in the workplace provides a
basis for building practices that allow women and men to be true to themselves and also excel as
organizational leaders.
Problem Statement
For women in the workplace progress has been slow with small though visible gains.
Relative to the population women are still underrepresented in leadership positions in the
corporate and political arena and the salaries in those positions continue to lag behind those of
their male counterparts (U. S. Census Bureau, 2008).
The struggle of being viewed as “leadership” material is present from the time women
enter the workplace. Strong stereotypes of feminine behavior define the expectations of how
women should behave. This stereotype is in sharp contrast to the masculine concept of
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leadership behaviors. This conflict of roles influences all aspects of the work experience from
hiring to salary to development and promotions. For example, as women go through the
evaluation process for promotion they face a double-edged sword. If they behave in ways that
are viewed as feminine they are evaluated as lacking in leadership. This perceived lack of
leadership potential impacts the investment, or lack thereof, in the leadership development they
receive and it impacts the evaluation of their actual behaviors. If however, they exhibit
masculine behaviors associated with leadership, they offend the feminine stereotype and are
evaluated as not being a good fit for leadership roles. The lack of role congruence becomes a
barrier to women rising into the ranks of leadership.
Research findings have traditionally been conducted in corporate settings or using
corporate scenarios presented to students (Duehr & Bono, 2006). This does not, however,
address the response of leaders actually in the private workplace or those in the public sector.
Yet women face many of the same impediments rising into senior level positions in the
government sector as they face in the corporate workforce. Consequently, women are
underrepresented in the government ranks where they could have influence over setting the
agenda and passing laws that find continuing ways to compel companies to eliminate
discrimination or to face consequences.
Identifying the role gender plays in the evaluation and development process and how
gender is reflected in the tools used for assessing leadership are necessary in order to continue
the process of breaking down the barriers to women’s progress. Representation at the highest
levels in corporations and government influences the policies that are initiated and implemented
toward this goal. Until women are adequately represented in these positions so they are not a
minority voice and have the authority to make policies that address the concerns and needs of a
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large percentage of the population; those concerns, views, and needs will continue to progress
slowly. Until then you’ve come a long way baby – sort of.
The data being used to study the impact of gender on leadership effectiveness comes
from the results of The Leadership Circle (Anderson, 2004). The Leadership Circle is a
multi-rater leadership assessment tool that is used for leadership development in organizations.
It focuses on 29 leadership characteristics. These characteristics are divided into Creative/
Reactive and Task/Relationship categories. These characteristics are meant to measure
individual levels of leadership as perceived by the individual leader, those they report to, those
that report to them and their peers. These 29 characteristics cover categories such as courageous
authenticity, strategic focus, ambition, mentoring and developing, and integrity. Table 1 lists the
characteristics and their definitions.
The data from this assessment tool will be used as a source to study how gendered terms
that reflect stereotypes of leadership impact the perception of individuals as effective leaders in
the rating process. Ratings on this type of assessment can have a major impact on whether
individuals are promoted. The extent to which gender stereotypes are “captured” in the
assessment may create a barrier to women being promoted into leadership positions. The
potential and actual lack of women promoted into leadership positions has an impact on policy
making in the public sector by limiting the representation of a majority of a diverse population.
Impact of Gender Stereotype on Policy
While women occupy 85% of all clerical positions in the federal government, they make
up only 13% of the federal government’s Senior Executive Service (SES) or executive positions.
These women face the same lack of congruency between leadership roles and sex roles as found
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Table 1
The Leadership Circle Characteristics and Definitions
Trait/Behavior
Authenticity
Integrity - how well you adhere to the set of values and principles that you espouse; how well
you can be trusted to "walk your talk"
Courageous Authenticity - the willingness to take tough stands and bring up the "undiscussables" (risky issues the group avoids discussing), and openly deal with difficult
relationship problems
Systems Awareness
Community Concern - the service orientation from which you lead. It measures the extent to
which you link your legacy to service of community and global welfare
Sustainable Productivity - the ability to achieve results in a way that maintains or enhances the
overall long term effectiveness of the organization
Systems Thinker - the degree to which you think and act from a whole system perspective as
well as the extent to which you make decisions in light of the long-term health of the whole
system
Achieving
Strategic Focus - the extent to which you think strategically
Purposeful & Visionary - the extent to which you clearly communicate and model commitment
to personal purpose and vision
Achieves Results - the degree to which you are goal directed and have a track record of goal
achievement and high performance
Decisiveness - the ability to make decisions on time and the extent to which you are
comfortable moving forward in uncertainty
Controlling
Perfect - the need to attain flawless results and perform to extremely high standards in order to
feel secure and worthwhile as a person
Driven - the extent to which you are in overdrive
Ambition - the extent to which you need to get ahead, move up in the organization, and be
better than others
Autocratic - the tendency to be forceful, aggressive and controlling
Protecting
Arrogance - the tendency to protect a large ego - behavior that is experienced as superior,
egotistical and self-centered
Critical - the measure of your tendency to take a critical, questioning and somewhat cynical
attitude
Distance - the tendency to establish a sense of personal worth and security through withdrawal,
being superior and remaining aloof, emotionally distant and above it all
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Table 1-continued
Complying
Passive - the degree to which you give your power to others and to circumstances outside your
control
Belonging - the need to conform, follow the rules, and meet the expectations of those in
authority
Pleasing - the need to seek others' support and approval in order to feel secure and worthwhile
as a person
Conservative - the extent to which you think and act conservatively, follow procedure, and live
within the prescribed rules of the organization with which you are associated
Relating
Caring Connection - having the ability and interest to form caring relationships
Fosters Team Play - ability to foster high performance teamwork among team members that
report to you, across the organization, and within teams in which you participate
Collaborator - the extent to which you engage others in a manner that allows the parties
involved to discover common ground in conflict situations, find mutually beneficial
agreements, develop synergy, and create win-win situations
Mentoring & Developing - ability to develop others through mentoring, maintain growthenhancing relationships, and help people grow and develop personally and professionally
Interpersonal Intelligence - the interpersonal effectiveness with which you listen, engage in
conflict and controversy, deal with the feelings of others, and manage your own feelings
Self-Awareness
Selfless Leader - the extent to which you pursue service over self-interest. It measures a very
high state of personal awareness where the need for credit and personal ambition is far less
important than creating results in collaborative relationships which serve a common good
Balance -the ability, in the midst of the conflicting tensions of modern life, to keep a hearty
balance between business and family, activity and reflection, work and leisure
Composure - the ability, in the midst of conflict and high tension situations, to remain
composed and centered, and to maintain a calm, focused perspective
Personal Learner - the degree to which you demonstrate a strong and active interest in learning,
personal and professional growth
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in the private sector. The expectation is that females in public policy will pursue communal
goals and policies related to children, families, and welfare while men will pursue what can be
regarded as agentic policy related to the military, economy and foreign relations (Eagly & Karau,
2002; Naff, 1994).
If, as expected from research studies, these expectations play out, the lack of women in
leadership in the public sector impacts the type of policy implemented and the way in which it is
implemented (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eagly & Wood, 1982). Because there are primarily men in
leadership who are making the rules this is not representative of the population and therefore not
representative of a diverse population in the United States made up of 51% women (Mani, 1997;
Naff, 1994). Representative bureaucracy theory states that “the more closely the organization’s
characteristics resemble those of the constituents, the more likely it is that the public’s needs will
be met” (Mani, 1997, p. 546). Following the theory of representative bureaucracy, the
conclusion would be that the more women there are in leadership positions, the more women’s
issues would be addressed.
Reid, Kerr and Miller (2000) found that there is under-representation of women in major
federal government agencies. This is especially true in distributive and regulatory agencies,
though women are better represented in redistributive agencies based on 1998 workforce
numbers obtained by Reid et al. (2000) from the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.
The presence or lack of women in senior positions impacts the internal operation of the agency
and the policy outputs. Gender balance is closer in redistributive agencies because they have
more progressive attitudes toward gender equality, a high level of interest and activism by those
in the highest positions and they are often rewarded for their compliance with EEO goals (Naff,
1994; Powell & Butterfield, 2002; Reid et al., 2000). “Openness to women in executive
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positions in government is dependent on culture (socio-psychological theory) and influence of
elite power (systemic theory) within an agency” (Reid et al., 2000, p. 48). The Civil Service
Reform Act called for a bureaucracy that "reflects the nation's diversity" which the persistence of
male dominated leadership does not accurately reflect (Mani, 1997, Reid, et al., 2000; Saidel &
Loscocco, 2005).
Representative bureaucracy theory states that "a bureaucracy composed of individuals
who share the values and attitudes of the public at large will produce public policy that closely
reflects the interests and desires of the public" (Dolan, 2000, p. 515), rather than just the white,
male elite. It supports the idea that when women are in Senior Executive Service positions (SES)
in the federal government, they are likely to advocate for women's interests (Dolan, 2000; Mani
1997; Saidel & Loscocco, 2005). If, however, representation does not reflect the
demographically diverse make-up of the citizenry, then it is likely to be passive rather than
active. Passive representation is regarded as standing for something rather than doing
something. The linkage between passive and active is that active public administration presses
for the interest of their own social group (Duerst-Lahti, 2002).
When there is a higher concentration of group members in an organization, such as
women, it makes active representation more likely and the participants are less likely to feel
pressure to conform to the dominant group (Dolan, 2000, Kanter, 1977). This is more likely
when the environment is politically supportive and more pronounced when the leader's personal
values are not in conflict with the agency's mission. These circumstances are found to be more
prevalent in redistributive agencies (Dolan, 2000).
Dolan (2000) conducted a study that examined whether there is a difference in activities
and duties of career bureaucrats versus political appointees in the SES of the government. While
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there are some differences, virtually all senior executives across the federal government make
policy decisions and choose among policy alternatives. Thus the representation in the SES
influences policy making and policy choices which is why it is so critical for the leadership to be
representative of the population (Dolan, 2000).

8

CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

According to the 2008 U. S. Census Bureau of Labor Statistics women make up 51% of
the population and 56.6% of the workforce. Thirty-one percent earn a bachelor’s degree
compared to 26% of men and 60% of master’s degrees are awarded to women. However, only
5.5% of women compared to 15.8% of men earn over $75,000 a year and on average women still
earn only 80% of what men earn in equivalent positions. In 2008, women made up only 15.7%
of corporate officers in Fortune 500 companies and 13% of Senior Executive Service (SES)
positions in the federal government. It was once presumed that the reason there were so few
women in leadership was because there was not a sufficient quantity in the pipeline with
adequate experience to promote into senior level positions (Kanter, 1977; Ragins, 1991). While
there was a time when this may have been true, it is no longer the case. Thus we need to turn to
other explanations for the small number of women in leadership positions.
Public versus Private Domain
It has long been held that there is a private and a public domain with a division of women
in the private domain and men in the public domain. Women’s sphere was considered the
private domain of home, children, spouse and nurturing. There was a concept that women’s
nucleus would be the family with minimal interaction with the public domain. Men’s domain
was the wider world of the public domain in business, government and society (Kerber, 1988;
Klein, 1996).
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This practice of separation of the sexes into differing roles, speaks to a long-standing
tradition of men’s association with more aggressive, masculine traits that are more closely
related with leadership skills and ability. Evolutionary psychologists such as Buss (1995),
Zaatari, Palestis, and Trivers (2009), and Tooby (2007) explored the psychological mechanisms
that explain how human behavior has evolved over centuries to influence modern behavior.
They propose that because women were the breeders they were more invested in raising babies
and consequently were particular about the mates they selected making certain that those mates
could support them (Buss, 1995). Consequently, men with their more dominant physical
strength competed for women’s attention using aggressive, competitive tactics. This behavior
then developed into social roles and stereotypes within society. These behaviors are encoded
into the mental pictures we process around particular individuals. Consequently, traits associated
with particular people will get compared to observed behaviors (Buss, 1995; Eagly & Wood,
2002; Scott & Brown, 2006). There is still evidence of these social roles with men
predominantly in leadership roles in the public activities of work and governance, while women,
even those with a career in the public domain, typically have a larger role than men in the home
doing domestic duties and child rearing (Buss, 1995). This concept of gendered activity
influences the language with which we describe characteristics and activities associated with
those public and private domains.
These gendered associations were well ensconced when women first entered the
workforce in record numbers in the 1940s when World War II was underway and there was a
shortage of labor in the United States. From this grew a paternalistic approach to women in the
workforce (Kerber, 1988; Rung, 1997). Women were given curfews, housed in dormitories,
attended supervised social outings and were generally managed by men. This period is attributed
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with generating the first personnel departments whose duty it was to address the concerns and
challenges from the employee’s and employer’s perspective of having women in the workplace
(Rung, 1997). And though women were primarily dismissed once men were home to take their
place at work, the tone had been set for a patriarchal approach when women returned to the
workforce in large numbers in the 1970s.
In 1977, Kanter studied how social conformity continued to influence the discrimination
of women in the workplace. She found that men created exclusionary circles of power in order
to maintain their legitimacy and privilege by excluding those who did not look or behave like
themselves (i.e., women). Her observations documented how women gained their power, if any,
through a reporting role to powerful men or through marriage. Women at best were tokens in
management. Tokens are always the minority and must fight the stereotypes that go with that
status. Kanter (1977) proposed that the only way to dissolve the barriers was through large scale,
systemic change that addressed social justice concerns as well as competencies. Kanter (1977)
has noted since the publication of her book that while there are more opportunities today for
women, they are still disproportionately impacted by work/family conflict and the pressure from
those in power to keep the executive ranks looking homogenous. She added that she believes that
when women are in leadership positions comparable to men’s, they will behave in the same way
men do (Kanter, 1977). However, as explored later, even though there are women in leadership
positions they are not evaluated equally even if they behave equally.
Hawkesworth (2003) found a similar pattern of tokenism and power by association in the
public sector. Hawkesworth (2003) conducted a study of congresswomen and found that they
too gain their power from men in a manipulative fashion. They acknowledge behaving in
stereotypical female ways in order to forge alliances with powerful male colleagues who agree to
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advance their agendas, mainly of issues related to family and women (Hawkesworth, 2003;
Stivers, 2002). The 1995 Federal Glass Ceiling Commission also concluded “that equally
qualified citizens are being denied equal access to advancement into senior-level management on
the basis of gender” (Martell, Parker, Emrich & Crawford, 1998, p. 128).
Knowing the long history of how social roles by sex were established helps to explain
how stereotypes are so engrained in the fabric of our culture and continue to be perpetuated.
Over centuries specific roles have become associated with the sex of the person performing
given tasks; women were gatherers and child bearers, men were hunters and protectors due to
physical strength. This contributed to the creation of stereotypes. However, as part of the
following study the distinction is between feminine and masculine characteristics whether
performed by women or men. Consequently, it is important to distinguish between “sex” and
“gender”.
The separation of roles into private (feminine) and public (masculine) domains in the
18th, 19th and even into the 20th century was mainly predicated on a person’s sex of male or
female. For this study, however, the distinction will focus on sex as a biological distinction and
social construction of roles and norms considered appropriate to a particular sex as gender
(Unger, 1979).
Sex Role Stereotypes
Stereotypes come from the long-standing expectations of how someone of a particular
group will behave. From membership in a specific group, such as women, there is a generalized
concept of how that group should behave. It is the dominant expectation that comes into our
consciousness most quickly when we see people from that group (Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie, &
Reichard, 2008; Scott & Brown, 2006). Kanter (1977) identified four common stereotypes of
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women: sex object, mother, child or iron maiden. The sex object, mother and child are all meant
to be very feminine in a variety of ways. The only other option for women then becomes the iron
maiden associated with masculine traits.
Stereotypes often influence the perceptions people have of themselves and others as they
make determinations of who is capable and should be in leadership positions. Correll (2001),
Dipboye (1985), and Foschi (2000) discuss how a rater's evaluation is based on his/her
perception of what a leader should be. These perceptions are often influenced by gender
stereotypes.
In the stereotypical role women are expected to exhibit feminine traits and expressions of
behavior such as nurturing and collaboration, and men are expected to exhibit masculine traits
such as aggressiveness and decisiveness. These feminine and masculine traits then become
gender related and usually get associated with women and men, respectively.
The expectations that women and men behave in prescribed feminine and masculine roles
can be described in terms of communal and agentic characteristics. Communal characteristics
are associated with women and the feminine. Agentic characteristics are associated with men
and the masculine.
The categorization of leadership traits as communal or agentic associate communal traits
with feminine characteristics and agentic traits with masculine characteristics. Communal traits
are described as “affectionate, helpful, kind, sympathetic, interpersonal, sensitive, nurturing, and
gentle.” Agentic traits encompass such words as “aggressive, ambitious, dominant, forceful,
independent, self-sufficient, self-confident and controlling” (Duerst-Lahti, 2002; Eagly & Karau,
2002; Eagly, Makhijani & Klonsky, 1992; Johnson, et al., 2008; Powell, Butterfield, & Parent,
2002).
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Social role theory examines the categorization of behaviors by proposing that men and
women have defined roles in society based on their gender. This is a concept that Eagly and
Wood (2002) suggest comes from very early patterns of civilization. The pressure to perform to
the role that society assigns a person influences how they behave as a leader. In addition raters
on evaluations are influenced by the stereotypes they have learned from society. As such, the
expectation of leader behavior is based on gender roles that have been defined by society with
leader role being defined as male (Kerber, 1988; Klein, 1996; Weyer, 2006).
When women do move into leadership it tends to be in “female type” departments in
private industries and “female type” agencies in the public sector. In the public sector, these tend
to be redistributive agencies such as education, health care, welfare and human services. In the
private sector, it is similar departments or professions such as human resources, nursing or
teaching (Naff, 1994; Newman, 1994; Stivers, 2002).
Ridgeway (2001) explored this in expectations states theory which posits that gender
differences in leadership occur because people have a perceived expectation that men are more
competent leaders than women and so view them that way. This theory supports Schein’s (1973)
research that shows society thinks manager-thinks male. This theory ties gender to hierarchy and
status. The stereotypical hierarchy is that males as the dominant group have higher status and
therefore more power which places women as the subordinate group. The expectations held of a
person’s status often influence how they are treated by others and how they view themselves.
Therefore, the expectations people then have that males are leaders and therefore bring value,
status and power, leads to women’s work being devalued. These expectations perpetuate the
stereotyping of job categories and traits based on the status of the person occupying the position
(Carli & Eagly, 2001; Ridgeway, 2001).
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This theory, along with role congruence theory, would further support that women who
violate the expected stereotype are punished in some way. This is evidenced by the fact that
even when women receive high performance ratings, their salaries lag behind male counterparts
suggesting the continued presence of gender bias among competent candidates in the pipeline
(Lewis, 1997; Stivers, 2002). In a review of archival organizational data on promotions related
to gender, it was found that women who were promoted received higher performance ratings
than men suggesting that women are held to a higher standard than men in order to receive
promotions (Lyness & Heilman, 2006). This reinforces the lack of fit model surrounding the
descriptive and prescriptive expectations of women's behavior and perpetuates it through the
evaluation process. “These expectations are the lens through which behavior is filtered, including
what behavior is attended to, how that behavior is interpreted, and whether it is remembered
when critical decisions are made” (Lyness & Heilman, 2006, p.777).
In current organizational environments where people often work in teams the bias in
evaluations still exhibits negatively toward women. The team setting can actually make the
ambiguity of evaluating success even more detrimental for women. On a group project that is
successful, people will give credit to the men in the group for its success unless there is
commanding clarity given about the woman's contributions (Heilman & Haynes, 2005).
Martell (1996) studied gender bias in performance evaluations using simulations based
on job description and biographies of police officers, which is a quintessentially male-typed job.
Martell’s results showed that men were rated as more effective than women; especially if the
rating was done in a delayed setting after the behaviors occurred. Some reasons for this are that
behaviors that are more stereotypical receive more attention during observation, there can be
selective retrieval bias in which more stereotypical behaviors are retrieved easier from memory,
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and gender discrimination in work settings is systemic. People tend to fall back on stereotypes
when they are trying to decide if a behavior was observed. It is easy and efficient but can lead to
bias (Lyness & Heilman, 2006; Martell, 1996; Scott & Brown, 2006). “Research in social
cognition provides reason to believe that gender stereotypes and the expectations they elicit will
influence how information is processed, stored, and retrieved” (Martell, 1996, p.155). This
response of stereotyping can often occur outside of rater consciousness or due to outside
influences that generate a biased response (Swajkowski & Larwood, 1991).
Lyness and Heilman’s (2006) study supports the position that gender bias impacts
performance evaluations. The stereotypes of women impact the evaluation on a descriptive level
of the expectations of what women should produce and a prescriptive level based on how they
should behave. These two elements are inextricably linked. A discrepancy between the
descriptive and prescriptive norms produces a perceived lack of fit mind-set that sets women up
for failure. If there is a perceived fit with the person and the job in an evaluation then the
expectation is of success. Yet with a lack of fit between the agentic leadership traits associated
with traditionally male leadership positions and the stereotypical communal traits assigned to
women then failure is expected so women are not evaluated highly or promoted (Heilman, 2001;
Lyness & Heilman, 2006; Naff, 1994; Rudman & Glick, 2001; Sczesny, 2003).
If women are effective in jobs that are male gendered then they are assumed to have
agentic traits and frequently are labeled unlikeable and untrustworthy and there is a high
disapproval rating despite their competency (Duerst-Lahti, 2002; Rudman & Glick, 2001).
Frequently, the consistently negative feedback for this lack of fit leaves women living a
self-fulfilling prophecy of poor performance. In Kanter’s (1977) stereotypes this is where women
would be seen as the iron maiden and are diminished for violating the feminine stereotype. A
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3-year study by Lyness and Heilman (2006) tracked the advancement of 30,000 managers. It
showed that the further women moved up the corporate ladder the more difficult it became to
make it the next step (Lyness & Heilman, 2006). The more successful women are the more they
are assumed to be agentic and violate the prescriptive norm so the more they are penalized and
prohibited for further success.
One of the ways that managers are promoted into leadership positions is based on
performance evaluations. In the Senior Executive Service (SES) of the federal government,
promotions are a two-stage process. The first stage is the selection, by others or self, to apply for
the position. The second stage is the selection of the candidate. Powell and Butterfield (2002)
considered both race and gender as an influence in both stages of the process. They found
women to be advantaged in the selection process. While the perception is that there is less
discrimination in government positions, this is not supported by the slim number of women in
the SES so it is beneficial to know that this study may have been an anomaly explained by
several factors. One factor is the agency that they studied had an organizational culture of
rewarding decision makers based on their achievement of Equal Employment Opportunity
(EEO) goals. Another factor they hypothesized is that only female candidates who were
exceptionally qualified were part of the selection process to apply since others were deterred by
the perception of the glass ceiling (Powell & Butterfield, 2002). Part of determining the
qualifications of the candidates was the use of performance evaluations.
One method of performing evaluations or assessments is the use of multi-rater or
360-degree performance evaluations tools. This type of assessment tool gains feedback from the
individual and from his/her supervisor, peers and direct reports. In this process a double
standard exists among raters based on certain characteristics that may elicit bias, including
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gender. Data suggest that women are rated harsher on traits associated with leadership and given
an inferior status in the organization. This double standard is used as a filter of exclusion for
hiring, promotion and salary (Foschi, 2000). Role congruence theory would predict this outcome
since the agentic traits associated with leadership would be a violation of the feminine norm.
Given the power that gender stereotypes have in molding perceptions and influencing
assessments, it was my intent to analyze whether gender stereotyping is evident by using data
from The Leadership Circle Profile assessment. This study proposed exploring stereotypical
gender association of the characteristics in The Leadership Circle Profile assessment and
examining whether woman are rated higher than men by others in the organization on feminine
characteristics and whether they rate themselves higher on these characteristics. It also examined
whether men are rated higher than women on masculine characteristics by others in the
organization and whether they rate themselves higher on these characteristics. The focus was on
leaders in the public sector since the make-up of leadership in public agencies influences the type
of policies that get proposed and the ability to get them implemented (Kelly et al., 1991; Mani,
1997; Saidel & Locscocco, 2005).
Given the association of communal behaviors with women and agentic behaviors with
men, I expected that female leaders in public agencies would be rated higher than men on
communal behaviors, and that male leaders would be rated higher on agentic behaviors than
women in line with stereotypical expectations.
Hypothesis 1: Women are rated higher than men by other raters on communal
(feminine) behaviors.
Hypothesis 2: Men are rated higher than women by other raters on agentic (masculine)
behaviors.
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Self-ratings on Assessments
Perceptions of confidence are important for understanding ratings on performance
assessments. These perceptions start at a very young age, come from a variety of sources and are
internalized at a very young age in a way that impacts future performance on a variety of tasks.
Many of these tasks are gender related. “It is clear that children learn and internalize gender
beliefs and that this internalization affects behavior” (Correll, 2001, p 1697). Correll (2001)
conducted a longitudinal study from 1988 through 1994 on mathematical competence and verbal
skills between girls and boys that ultimately included over 8,000 students. The data collected
included self-assessments by students on their performance in English and math as well as tests
in math and reading developed by the Educational Testing Service. Stereotypically, math and
science are perceived as masculine and verbal skills as feminine (Correll, 2001; Tannen, 1995).
The outcome showed that females tended to rate themselves as less competent than males in
math even when test scores were comparable. Males did not tend to overrate themselves on
verbal skills but did not underrate themselves either suggesting that they are less influenced by
societal expectations of their ability (Correll, 2001).
The double standard of gender bias has a compound impact on women as women rely
more on performance feedback to decide their own competency. Studies show that women tend
to set stricter standards to evaluate themselves and consistently rate themselves lower than men
(Correll, 2001; Fletcher, 1999). Because women typically receive less positive feedback, they
perceive themselves as less competent (Correll, 2001). Therefore, if a rater treats ratees as if
they are poor performers due to the rater’s own stereotypical perception, then the ratees will
eventually perform poorly creating a self-fulfilling prophecy based on bias and stereotypes.
Women are more inclined than men to internalize external judgments of performance (Dipboye,
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1985). This has repercussions throughout a person’s career and influences the make-up of the
hierarchy of the organization. It also reduces the supply side of females in leadership positions
because it eliminates them from the pool or they become discouraged and leave the work force
(Correll, 2001; Wheatley, 2005).
Behaving like a “good girl” is consistent with and corresponds to stereotypes of women
(Eagly, Mladinic & Otto, 1991; Rudman & Glick, 2001). Therefore since leadership competence
is associated with agentic characteristics, women’s sense of incompetence would be apparent for
agentic, but not communal behaviors.
Given that women are more likely to receive positive feedback when they behave in a
communal way that is consistent with stereotypes and they internalize feedback more than men, I
postulated that women would likely rate themselves higher than men would rate themselves on
communal behaviors for which they are praised.
Hypothesis 3: Women rate themselves higher than men rate themselves on communal
(feminine) behaviors.
Hypothesis 4: Men rate themselves higher than women rate themselves on agentic
(masculine) behaviors.
Expectations of Leaders
Just as there are stereotypes of how women and men should behave in organizations there
are also stereotypes of how leaders should behave. These stereotypes of leader behaviors are
often related to whether the leader is a woman or a man (Eagly et al., 1992). The descriptive and
prescriptive stereotypes that individuals have of women and men are imbedded in the language
used to describe leadership behaviors. Tannen (1995), a sociolinguist, studied differing
communication styles of men and women. She recorded conversations in social and work
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environments and analyzed them based on syntax, intonation and word choice to reach
conclusions about differing patterns and interpretations. Because language is the means by which
we communicate our ideas and interpret others, it influences the way we evaluate each other as
people. As such, when women communicate in a more communal (we), less directive way, it is
interpreted by men as lack of contribution and confidence. This is typically detrimental to
women since in the work environment, people in power can enforce their view of what is the
correct way to do something and are likely to reward those with similar styles. Consequently,
since most in power are men, women are excluded (Kanter, 1977; Tannen, 1995).
Schein (1973) used the language of job traits to study how these traits are gendered. She
found that the gendering of job types has been a barrier to women advancing into leadership.
She, along with Kanter (1977), was an early proponent of the concept “think manager-think
male.” Schein (1973) had male and female managers rate 92 characteristics on how descriptive
they were of a female, a male or a successful manager. What she found was that characteristics
most associated with males were also associated with the successful manager category thus the
“think manager-think male” concept. This association between males and successful managers
was true for both male and female raters (Schein, 1973). Since then, several researchers
(Brenner, Tomkeiwicz & Schein, 1989; Dennis & Kunkel, 2004; Heilman, Block, Martel, &
Simon, 1989) have replicated this study. What they found is that male managers’ perceptions
have not changed in the association of “think manager-think male” since the 1970s while
women’s attitudes have shifted somewhat and do not make that association as often (Brenner et
al., 1989; Dennis & Kunkel, 2004).
Because we see more males in positions of leadership and authority, it supports the
presumption that leadership and authority are masculine traits. It also contributes to the “think
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manager-think male” concept that came from Schein’s original work where behaviors associated
with managers were the same behaviors associated with men but not associated with women
(Brenner et al., 1989; Dennis & Kunkel, 2004; Eagly & Wood, 1982; Kanter 1977; Schein 1973,
1975, 1978; Schein & Mueller, 1992).
Other studies have also found a link between sex and leadership assessment. Eagly et al.
(1992) conducted a meta-analysis of 61 studies that examined leadership and sex of the leader.
The variables were coded based on (a) leadership style: interpersonal oriented, task oriented,
autocratic or democratic; (b) organizational context: social context, group size, hierarchy; (c)
type of business: educational, manufacturing, etc. The study found that women are evaluated
slightly more negatively than men overall. Though the effect size is small it can be significant
when it comes to making decisions about moving people into leadership positions (Aguinis,
2004; Eagly et. al., 1992). However, the more masculine the context, the more negatively
women were evaluated. The more women violate the expected communal stereotype, the more
they face bias in being evaluated as competent leaders. Because men do not face a role conflict
of leadership, even when they exhibit communal behaviors it is not perceived as problematic
(Eagly, et. al., 1992).
Communal and agentic traits associated with feminine and masculine are also associated
with the status of an individual in organizations. The higher the status of someone in the
organization, the more he/she is perceived as agentic and the lower the status the more
communal. Since men occupy most of the higher status positions, it is primarily associated with
a gender focus. Because women are seen as lower status with fewer agentic, or leadership skills,
they must perform to a higher standard of competence in order to break through the glass ceiling.
Yet following the theoretic framework of role congruence theory, if they use primarily agentic
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skills they violate the perceived norm of behavior for women and are disliked and viewed as
untrustworthy which negatively impacts evaluations and promotional opportunities. “When
women do assert themselves to exercise authority outside traditionally female domains, as they
must do to be high-status leaders in our society, gender status beliefs create legitimacy reactions
that impose negative sanctions on them for violating the expected status order and reduce their
ability to gain compliance with directives” (Ridgeway, 2001, p. 652).
Eagly and Wood (1982) conducted studies to test whether people tend to rate women’s
achievements less than a man’s even when the outcomes or results are the same. To do this they
randomly selected students to participate in the experiment. The assumption in their study was
that authority and status are masculine traits that have the power of influence and are more
effective when used by men than by women. They conducted the study by using written
scenarios in which one individual was attempting to influence another in a work setting. If the
job title was unknown, evaluators predicted females were more likely to be influenced than
males. If the job title was known, the evaluators assumed the higher status job was held by a
male who was more likely to influence the subordinate. This supported their hypothesis that the
stereotype of men having more status and influence holds. It is presumed that women do not
have these leadership characteristics associated with masculine traits and if women do exhibit
these traits it violates the socially constructed norm of the feminine (Eagly & Wood, 1982).
There are several theories that attempt to explain how women are caught in the dilemma
of gendered traits that lead to bias in evaluation of actual or potential leadership ability. Most
address the role conflict that women face. If women violate competence norms, generally
defined in masculine terms, they are viewed as not fit for leadership. Yet if they violate the
gender stereotype of communal norms it is considered offensive because they are not behaving to
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expectations, thus making it difficult to make their way into positions of power (Carli & Eagly,
2001).
Early theorists (Kanter, 1977; Ragins, 1991) suggested that there were few women in
leadership because there were so few women in the pipeline. However, since the influx of
women into the work place in the 1970s, there have been steady and increasing numbers of
women available to progress up the ladder of management opportunity, which negates the
pipeline theory. This leaves us with the concept of a lack of fit model which suggests that for a
variety of reasons women do not fit the model of what leaders are perceived to be. This
discrepancy provides a gap of discrimination that inhibits women’s rise into leadership positions.
Hypothesis 5: Agentic traits are more strongly related to leadership effectiveness than
communal traits.
Role Congruence Theory
While women make it into the managerial ranks, data from the 2008 Census Bureau
suggests they are not making it into senior levels of leadership. A proposed explanation of this is
found in role congruence theory. Since leadership is "defined in masculine terms, the leaders
who emerge are disproportionately men regardless of the sex composition of the community of
followers. In relation to most high-level leadership roles, women have outsider status" (Eagly,
2005, p. 463).
Gender role expectations are based on the stereotype of what are appropriate behaviors
for women and for men. In addition, in an organizational setting there are expectations of
appropriate behaviors for leaders. The expectation is that agentic characteristics are associated
with leadership and males are associated with agentic characteristics. Therefore when the
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expectation for women is that they will exhibit communal behaviors they are seen as unsuited for
leadership positions (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eagly et al., 1992).
As Schein (1973) has shown, the relationship between gender and leadership is “think
manager-think male.” Consequently, when women exhibit agentic characteristics they violate
the norm of their femininity and are not trusted. Yet if they exhibit communal characteristics
they are deemed not fit for leadership. This creates an incongruity between the leadership role
and the social role that is inherently impacted by gender (Duerst-Lahti, 2002; Eagly & Karau,
2002; Ridgeway, 2001; Schein, 1973; Stivers, 2002).
Individuals want their leaders to behave in an authentic manner congruent with the role
expectations they have. This is more compatible for men than for women given the association
of agentic characteristics with males and with leadership. When women do not appear to have
this authenticity because they are behaving outside of the stereotypical norm, they lose
credibility as leaders. If however, they behave with stereotypical behaviors, they are not viewed
as having leadership capability. Therefore, the authenticity that is necessary in the relationship
between leaders and followers is more difficult for women. In order to convey values
authentically and be effective, they must represent the interests of the larger community and the
followers must identify with these values. This can be especially challenging to accomplish for
members of groups who have not had access to leadership roles and are therefore considered to
be outsiders, such as women in male dominated roles. Because followers are looking for male
traits to conform to the norm with which they are comfortable when it comes to the notion of
leader, they have a difficult time associating with and supporting females as leaders since this
puts them outside of their comfort zone (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Johnson et al., 2008).
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Followers look to their leaders to be part of the “in group” signifying status and power.
As such, members of the higher status groups, mainly men, have a high self-interest in protecting
and maintaining that status so they perpetuate their style and traits of leadership creating an “in
group” phenomenon. Leaders need to have a shared social identity with followers’ perception of
what leaders should be; an indication of being in the "in group." Women are not usually seen as
being part of this “in group” and so are not categorized as potential leaders (Kanter, 1977;
Ridgeway, 2001; Ryan & Haslam, 2007).
Role congruence theory helps to explain what inhibits women from being authentic and
rising into leadership positions. As Ridgeway (2001) points out, there is a price women pay for
assimilating. They do this by combining behaviors of being assertive with behaviors that show
concern or other “soft” social skills. This price is that they perpetuate the gender stereotypes of
women, making it even more difficult to obtain authenticity and leadership status (Ridgeway,
2001; Rudman & Glick, 2001). If women become uncomfortable with the lack of congruence
between their expected role and their authentic self it can result in women leaving management
roles before they reach executive levels. Wheatley (2005) succinctly describes this idea when
she notes that women assimilate or leave organizations. Finding "relational authenticity by
knowing and being oneself is a luxury enjoyed by people from groups who have traditionally
inhabited high-level leadership roles—in most contexts white men from relatively privileged
backgrounds" (Eagly, 2005, p. 471).
The same pattern of conflict is found in leadership categorization theory, which proposes
that a person’s schematic perception of a leader influences who they see as a leader. That
schematic is usually gender based and stereotypically male when relating to leadership
(Alimo-Metcalf, 1998; Sywensky & Madden, 1996).
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Critical theory also focuses on the need to address gender discrimination in leadership
evaluation from a social justice perspective in alignment with Kanter’s (1977) conclusion that
this is the best approach to address the issue. Critical theory is the notion that there is
domination of some by others which limits freedom. In the case of leadership it is the
domination of men over women, which limits the rise of women into leadership positions (Boyd
& Kyle, 2004).
The common thread across these theories is the conflict of expected behavior types from
women and the inability to reconcile that with the masculine perception of what leadership looks
like. If women and men are rated differently, based on stereotypically expected behaviors as role
congruence theory espouses, then the gender of the leader will make a difference in how
leadership effectiveness is perceived. Role congruence theory posits that masculine
characteristics, also known as agentic characteristics, are aligned with leadership effectiveness.
Therefore it would be expected that ratings for leadership effectiveness be stronger for male
leaders than for female leaders.
Descriptive and Prescriptive Norms
Assigning gender to characteristics reinforces stereotypes that generate a double standard.
The double standard is used as a filter of exclusion that allows different interpretations of the
same outcome and impacts performance evaluations, hiring, and salary. Tasks, competencies or
characteristics viewed as feminine are given a lower status rating (Foschi, 2000).
However, discrimination is still prevalent for women who attempt to move up in the
ranks of leadership. This discrimination from descriptive and prescriptive stereotypes
perpetuates itself in different ways. Descriptive behaviors of women being observed as
displaying masculine traits, such as being very confident or aggressive result in negative hiring
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and promotion decisions. Prescriptive traits, however, violate an observer’s notion of how
women should behave and result in punishment through harassment or poor performance
evaluation (Burgess & Borgida, 1999).
While women may exhibit masculine traits and men may exhibit feminine traits, when
women and men do not behave within their prescribed gender norms the potential for bias
becomes more likely because one “sex” is not behaving as expected which results in ridicule and
loss of trust for the violation of the stereotype. These effects are more predominant for women
as the subordinate group than for men (Eagly & Wood, 2002; Johnson, et al., 2008; West &
Zimmerman, 1987).
An example of this is roles and occupations that are strongly associated by gender. When
someone is in a profession or role outside of the norm, we tend to identify the gender along with
the occupation. Typical examples are referring to a female doctor or a male nurse. If it is a male
doctor or female nurse, the gender is not identified (West & Zimmerman, 1987, p. 129). And in
the political arena female candidates are questioned about running for office “as a woman”
(Duerst-Lahti, 2002).
When examining stereotypes, there are two ways that people are perceived. By
descriptive norms which are expectations about what people actually do, or observed behaviors.
The other is prescriptive norms which are the expectations about how people of a particular
social group should behave; in this case based on their gender (Burgess & Borgida, 1999; Eagly
& Karau, 2002; Heilman, 2001). When women behave outside of their prescriptive norm it
creates a conflict of role congruence. When women behave in ways that are assertive and
self-confident, they are viewed as behaving outside of the prescriptive way in which women
should behave. Yet if they behave in communal, caring and nurturing ways they are seen as not
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competent to be leaders. The incongruence between actual behavior and expected behavior often
creates a crisis of authenticity since to behave in a way that is aligned with women’s values may
violate a descriptive or prescriptive norm. This dilemma is magnified by the fact that followers
look to their leaders to be authentic, yet have a stereotypical view of what leader behaviors
should be. Because of descriptive and prescriptive norms women cannot necessarily behave
authentically and not violate those stereotypical expectations.
Some women have obviously overcome the stereotypes to find their way into leadership
positions. One way this happens is when women who are competent and have leadership skills
are able to exhibit traditional leadership skills using communal styles of warmth and friendliness
so they soften the violation of being in a traditionally masculine role with feminine traits (Eagly
& Carli, 2007; Ridgeway, 2001). Another way this happens is when women reach leadership
roles in typically feminine-gendered departments or agencies such nursing, education or human
resources (Ritter & Yoder, 2004).
Leadership Styles
Leadership styles are developed from social role expectations as well as from stages of
individual development. The level to which someone develops impacts their self-awareness and
the dependent versus independent way in they interpret their own behavior and make meaning of
the world around them. This sets the stage for the type of leadership style they will most likely
use whether transformational or transactional. A transformational style is more relationship
based and associated with communal characteristics. A transactional style is more tasks based
and associated with agentic characteristics.
This is evident in the constructive-developmental models of Jean Piaget and later Robert
Kegan (Kegan, 1982; McCauley, Drath, Palus, O’Connor, & Baker, 2006), whose models were
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instrumental to Robert Anderson’s design of The Leadership Circle Profile assessment tool that
was used in this study to test the hypotheses of the impact of gender on ratings of leadership
effectiveness.
Kegan’s (1982) model asserts that people start off with a dependent order of viewing
themselves and the world. At this stage in an individual’s development the concerns are for
approval, mutual respect and affiliation with others. The next stage of development is an
independent order in which the individual has a self-possessed identity which is not solely
defined by the interaction with others, where competency and performance are valued and
conflict is seen as a healthy way to bring clarity to a situation (Kegan, 1982).
Kegan (1982) conjectures that where a person is in their development, explains how they
behave as a leader. Leaders that are still in the dependent order of development are likely to be
more transactional relying on an exchange of rewards to gain specific behaviors from followers.
Those that progress to the independent order are more likely to be transformational leaders who
motivate followers to achieve by expressing their personal values, especially around justice and
integrity (McCauley et al., 2006).
In management, transformational or relationship-oriented leadership is generally rated as
one which women predominantly use. This is congruent with transformational behaviors being
closely associated with communal behaviors. The other style, transactional, or task-oriented,
proves less effective and is associated with agentic behaviors (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Eagly,
Johannesen-Schmidt, & van Engen, 2003). Eagly and Carli (2003) posit that this gives women
an advantage in leadership style that does not convey to women’s promotion to leadership
positions. This supports gender bias in leadership assessment and promotion because women are
more effective but are found in fewer leadership positions.
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Not everyone agrees with the research that suggests women have an advantage over men
in terms of leadership style. Vecchio (2003) asserts that claims of gender advantage, specifically
Eagly and Carli’s (2003) assertions, lack empirical rigor. He believes the null results for this
claim are simply not published. He also suggests that the studies ignore the overlap in styles of
men and women that any self-ratings are notorious for being over inflated so they are unreliable,
that studies in work settings contain limitations because participants are self-selecting, and yet
lab studies only allow for weak recreations of real world dynamics. He believes that these
studies are based on public opinion polls that claim women are better leaders but are
discriminated against (Vecchio, 2003). He asserts, though the study does not, that gender
advantage equals superiority and he takes umbrage with that connection.
Eagly and Carli (2003) respond to Vecchio's (2003) criticism of their research that
concludes women have a leadership advantage with their more communal skills with several
rebuttals. They first assert that while they do not rely on public opinion polls, they do believe
that they reflect what people are observing everyday and may be an indicator of things that need
to be researched. They analyzed the Norming Study of the Center for Creative Leadership based
on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) to determine leadership styles. MLQ is the
most popular tool to measure aspects of leadership style. In addition they claim that Vecchio
(2003) argues against self-reporting by using a study that relies on self-reporting. He also asserts
that the claim is skewed because they removed any outliers in the study. They did remove the
outliers as is common statistical practice, but studied any outliers for relevant data they might
provide. On yet another point, their research included non-published studies, which eliminates
his concern that any conflicting studies were excluded because of an exclusion from publication.
And while there is no argument that men and women may possess traits of both types of
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leadership, they are showing the likelihood that men and women use predominantly different
styles (Eagly & Carli, 2003).
The communal characteristics associated stereotypically with women translate into what
is known as a transformational style of leadership that is more relationship oriented. Eagly et al.
(2003) conducted a meta-analysis of 45 studies that examined three types of leadership styles:
transformational (nurture employees' ability to contribute to the organization), transactional
(appeal to employees' self-interest in an exchange relationship), and laissez-faire (hands off,
negligent). They found that all the leadership traits that women scored high on were positively
related to leadership effectiveness and typically indicative of a transformational style of
leadership that is consistent with communal characteristics.
Typically, leadership styles have been divided into task oriented and interpersonal or
relationship oriented. A task focus is more agentic/assertive and an interpersonal focus is more
communal/nurturing. The agentic traits are more masculine traits and the communal traits more
feminine. This aligns agentic traits to a transactional style and communal traits to a
transformational style. Contemporary leadership is trending toward a more transformational
style focusing on communal behaviors where women are more likely to be rated higher.
However, leadership continues to be associated more with an agentic or stereotypically
male-typed style. "The perceived incongruity between female gender role and typical leader
roles tends to create prejudice toward female leaders and potential leaders in two forms; with less
favorable evaluation of women's potential and actual leadership” (Eagly et al., 2003, p. 572).
This relates to the descriptive and prescriptive types of discrimination that women being
evaluated for leadership face. Though no leadership style is effective in every situation, when
women exhibit the communal behaviors of transformational leadership they appear less
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confident and powerful than male counterparts though the transformational style rates in studies
as more effective (Eagly et al., 2003).
These expectations are similar to role congruence theory, which developed from social
role theory. This theory explains that women have difficulty emerging as leaders because of the
disparity between expectations that leadership attributes are masculine and the beliefs of what
are acceptable behaviors for females. So when females portray traits associated with leadership,
it is seen as incongruent with their roles as females. However, if they exhibit traits associated
with female characteristics then they are not capable of being leaders. This supports the dilemma
faced by female leaders that women who are rated highly on agentic characteristics (i.e., those
characteristics that are stereotypically masculine) are not viewed as being as effective in their
leadership roles as are men who are rated highly on agentic characteristics because for women it
is incongruent with their stereotypical role as a female. This conflict is a barrier to the rise of
women into leadership positions (Carli & Eagly, 2001; Ritter & Yoder, 2004).
Hypothesis 6: The relationships between agentic leader behaviors and leadership
effectiveness will be moderated by sex such that these relationships will be stronger for men than
for women.
Hypothesis 7: The relationships between communal leader behaviors and leadership
effectiveness will be moderated by sex such that these relationships will be stronger for women
than for men.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

This study examined the relationship between leadership effectiveness and agentic and
communal traits as moderated by gender. This was done using ratings from a multi-rater
leadership assessment tool, The Leadership Circle. As the full data set shows, this tool is used in
both the public and private sector. Because the definitions given with The Leadership Circle, as
shown in Table 1, do not designate the terms as communal or agentic, a survey was designed to
determine which traits are perceived as communal and which as agentic. Therefore, when testing
the hypotheses of whether women and men are rated differently on communal and agentic
behaviors, there was a link between the traits/behaviors of the assessment tool and the feminine
or masculine stereotype of the behavior.
Population and Sample
The data for this study were secondary data taken from a database of over 10,000
executives in the private and public sectors internationally who have participated in completing
The Leadership Circle profile assessment. The executives were selected in their organization to
participate as a part of their leadership development. They rated themselves on 182 items
designed to asses 29 leadership characteristics as well as leadership effectiveness. The executive
was then rated on the same items by their boss, their boss’s boss, their direct reports, and their
peers to provide a multi-rater or “360-degree” view of their leadership effectiveness and the
leadership characteristics they are perceived to possess.
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A subset of the respondents from the total respondents who participated in the Leadership
Circle Profile was used for this research. The subset was composed of 489 executives from the
U.S. Government sector. This was the entire sample of government employees from the total
database. The subset was composed of 48.3% women and 51.7% men. My purpose in choosing
this subset was to examine the effect of gender in rating leadership effectiveness and the
influence in the public policy arena.
As shown in Table 2 the 489 participants in the government sector are almost evenly
divided between men and women. The mean age of 48.3 years is approximately the same for the
women and the men. The ethnic mix is predominantly Caucasian, and it is a highly educated
group. The largest majority of participants come from a single federal government agency.
Other agencies with high representation include a political watchdog organization and a
leadership academy of a federal agency. The rest of the participants are dispersed across a
variety of federal and state government entities.
These leaders were rated by 552 individuals who are their boss, 320 who are their boss’s
boss, 1,768 who are direct reports and 2,060 who are peers. The demographics of the raters were
highly similar to the individuals who rated themselves as demonstrated in Table 2.
As a first step in this study, it was necessary to determine which of The Leadership Circle
creative competencies and reactive tendencies were perceived as stereotypically feminine and
which were perceived as stereotypically masculine. This was done by using a survey asking
individuals representative of the types of people who might serve as raters for leaders using The
Leadership Circle profile to rate these characteristics in terms of how characteristic they are of
women or men (Appendix A). The sample for the survey rating the leadership behaviors in The
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Table 2
Demographics of The Leadership Circle Profile Sample

Self

Boss

Boss's Boss

Direct
Report

(%)

(%)

(%)

(%)

Gender
Female
Male

48.30
51.70

45.70
54.30

40.00
60.00

41.80
58.20

Mean Age

48.3

48.2

47

48.3

Ethnicity
Caucasian
African American
Asian
Hispanic
American Indian
Other or Unidentified

75.00
8.70
7.00
1.40
0.20
7.70

76.80
7.20
7.60
1.10
0.40
6.90

73.10
4.70
13.80
0.30
0.00
8.10

71.90
10.60
7.70
1.90
0.50
7.40

Education
Doctorate Degree
Masters Degree
Some Graduate Work
Undergraduate Degree
Less than College Degree

35.30
35.50
9.10
12.20
7.90

32.40
37.50
10.00
12.10
8.00

44.40
34.10
5.30
12.80
3.40

35.00
39.60
6.90
11.90
6.60

27.90

26.80

32.70

37.50

13.80
58.30

10.50
62.70

14.70
52.60

8.10
54.40

Demographic

Management Level
Senior Executives
Medical Professionals or
Lawyers
Managers
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Leadership Circle profile was a convenience sample of approximately 80 working men and
women known to the researcher.
Measures
A survey was designed specifically for this study to determine which characteristics of
The Leadership Circle were perceived to be feminine (communal) and which were perceived to
be masculine (agentic). The survey shown in Appendix A lists the 29 characteristics of The
Leadership Circle. Definitions are based on those provided for The Leadership Circle
development tool.
Based on the work of Schein (1973), the participants were asked to rate the degree to
which they viewed each trait/behavior as representative of behaviors of women or men on a
5-point Likert-type scale where 1 = uncharacteristic, 2 = somewhat uncharacteristic, 3 = neither
uncharacteristic nor characteristic, 4 = somewhat characteristic and 5 = characteristic.
Those who were asked to complete the survey were gathered in small groups for work or
educational purposes. Approximately half of the participants were asked to complete the rating
task for women and half were asked to complete the rating task for men. The survey took
approximately 5 minutes to complete. The survey instructions stated that the participation was
voluntary and anonymous.
The delivery of the survey followed the protocol used by Schein (1973) when she had
different participants rate a list of characteristics as descriptive of women, descriptive of men or
descriptive of managers. She had half of her participants fill out the index as descriptive of
women and half fill out the index as descriptive of men. Consequently, this survey replicated
that protocol.

37

The results from the survey determined which characteristics were selected as the
variables used for subsequent analyses. Those characteristics rated highest on the feminine
(communal) scale and those rated highest on the masculine (agentic) scale were selected for
further analysis. Based on the research literature, it was anticipated that characteristics such as
“caring connection,” “collaborator” and “pleasing” would be rated as communal characteristics
and “driven,” “autocratic” and “arrogance” would be rated as agentic characteristics.
The variables used in this study were composed of items obtained from The Leadership
Circle database. As mentioned previously, The Leadership Circle data were collected for the
purpose of leadership development. Individuals participating in leadership development using
The Leadership Circle logged into The Leadership Circle website at which they registered,
completed their self-assessment, and entered the names and e-mail addresses of other individuals
who they would request to complete the survey on their behalf. Participants might, and were
strongly encouraged to, identify their boss, their boss’s boss, a set of direct reports, a set of peers
and a set of raters labeled “others.” I have excluded the category of “others” from this study,
because it is not possible to identify the roles of the people included in the “other” category or
their relationship to the participant. For example, some participants might have included
colleagues from another organization as “others,” while other participants might have chosen
former bosses or colleagues, etc.
Participants were asked to select people who knew them well, were trustworthy and
credible, had good intentions, and understood the participant’s job responsibilities and areas of
influence to serve as raters in The Leadership Circle process. There was no limit on the number
of raters the participants could invite to participate. In order to protect the identity of the raters
who eventually participated in the process, the results for “peers” and “direct reports” were
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presented as separate categories to the participants only if three or more peers and three or more
direct reports completed the survey. Thus, participants were encouraged to invite more than
three individuals in each of these categories to participate.
Participants were encouraged to send a preliminary e-mail to the raters they listed on the
website to (a) let them know that the survey process was part of a leadership development
program, (b) let them know why the rater’s feedback would be valuable in the participant’s
leadership development, and (c) ask if the raters were willing to provide feedback. This e-mail
also was to indicate that the survey answers were confidential and reported as a group response
(except for the boss and boss’s boss), that the survey would take 15-20 minutes to complete, and
that the process was done entirely on-line.
Individuals asked to participate as raters for the multi-rater assessment received an e-mail
from a The Leadership Circle administrator asking them to complete the rating and providing
them with the information necessary to do so. Except for each participant’s boss and boss’s
boss, the identity of the specific individuals who participated as raters was unknown. All ratings,
including the self-assessment, were completed on-line. Raters provided background information,
responded to survey items on a 5-point Likert-type scale, and in many cases had the opportunity
to respond to open-ended questions about the participant. The 5-point Likert-type scale was
1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often and 5 = Always.
After this process was completed, The Leadership Circle administrative staff prepared a
Leadership Circle Profile Report for each participant. The profile included background on the
research and theoretical models underlying the survey, descriptive information about the
dimensions measured by The Leadership Circle, detailed individual level summary data, and a
framework for personal development based on the results. Profile reports were provided to
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participants by certified The Leadership Circle consultants, and two coaching sessions with The
Leadership Circle consultants were provided as an integral part of the leadership development
process.
The dependent variable used to test Hypotheses 5 -7 was leadership effectiveness. The
Leadership Circle effectiveness scale is composed of the following 5 statements:
1. I am satisfied with the quality of leadership that he/she provides.
2. He/she is the kind of leader that others should aspire to become.
3. He/she is an example of an ideal leader.
4. His/her leadership helps this organization to thrive.
5. Overall, he/she provides very effective leadership.
The same 5-point Likert-type rating scale was used for these items.
I estimated reliability using the internal consistency approach. This approach estimates
reliability based on the idea that multiple items measure the same phenomenon; in this case
leadership effectiveness (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). Cronbach’s alpha for leadership
effectiveness as rated by the leaders who completed The Leadership Circle was .87. The alpha
for leader’s bosses was .96 and the alpha for the leader’s direct reports was .97. These results
indicated that this measure is not affected greatly by random measurement errors regardless of
the rating source.
Analysis
After the survey results had been used to identify communal and agentic characteristics,
exploratory factor analysis was performed on these items to assess those traits that displayed
collinearity. This statistical analysis is often used when constructing surveys that measure an
underlying construct. In this survey, those constructs are whether characteristics are perceived to
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be feminine or masculine. It was possible that either the communal or agentic characteristics
identified in the survey might represent a smaller number of underlying factors. The factors that
the characteristics loaded on were used to determine the specific combination of items that would
be used as the independent variables in the moderated regression analysis. Some independent
variables were selected that were communal and some that were agentic.
The exploratory factor analysis also addressed the problem of multicollinearity in the
regression analysis. This analysis allowed me to combine those characteristics that measure the
same factor and eliminate the concern of having multiple independent variables measuring the
same impact on the dependent variable in the regression analysis.
Hypotheses 1 through 4 were intended to test whether women and men are rated
differently based on whether characteristics were perceived as communal or agentic. To test
whether there was variation in how women and men rated themselves and how they were rated
by others on communal versus agentic traits I used comparison of means in an independent,
between-groups design. The null hypotheses would state that there was no mean difference for
women and men on communal traits and no mean difference for women and men on agentic
traits. However, if women and men rated themselves differently and others rated them
differently on communal or agentic characteristics then there would be a difference in the mean
scores between ratings for women and men. My hypotheses anticipated there would be a
difference in mean scores.
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Table 3 shows the independent variable and the dependent variables for each of the
hypotheses. These variables are explained in more detail below. The independent variable for
Hypothesis 1 was sex and the dependent variables were the others’ ratings of communal
characteristics identified from the factor analysis. The source of scores used on the identified
communal characteristics was those from the leader’s boss, their boss’s boss and their direct
reports.
Table 3
Independent and Dependent Variables Used in Hypotheses Testing

Hypotheses

Independent
Variables

Dependent
Variables

Moderator

H1

Sex of leader

Others’ ratings on communal
Traits

N/A

H2

Sex of leader

Others’ ratings on agentic
traits

N/A

H3

Sex of leader

Self-ratings on communal
traits

N/A

H4

Sex of leader

Self-ratings on agentic traits

N/A

H5

Communal
traits, agentic
traits

Leadership effectiveness

N/A

Communal
traits, agentic
traits

Leadership effectiveness

Sex of leader

Communal
traits, agentic
traits

Leadership effectiveness

Sex of leader

H6

H7
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The independent variable for Hypothesis 2 was sex and the dependent variables were the
agentic characteristics identified from the factor analysis. The source of the scores used on the
identified agentic characteristics was those from the leader’s boss.
The independent variable for Hypothesis 3 was sex and the dependent variables were the
self-ratings of communal characteristics identified from the factor analysis and used in
Hypothesis 1. The source of the scores used on the identified communal characteristics was
those from the leader’s self-assessment.
The independent variable for Hypothesis 4 was sex and the dependent variables were the
self-ratings of agentic characteristics identified from the factor analysis and used in Hypothesis
2. The source of the scores used on the identified agentic characteristics was those from the
leader’s self-assessment.
Because there were multiple dependent variables multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was used rather than conducting a separate analysis of variance (ANOVA) for each
comparison. The MANOVA test statistic to assess significance between the two groups of
women and men is the equivalent to the F statistic in an ANOVA. The method used to test the
effect size of the difference between the means of the two independent variables was Hotelling’s
Trace (Field, 2005). Using MANOVA with multiple dependent variables reduces the likelihood
of a Type I error of rejecting a true null hypothesis when you are testing each variable separately
in an ANOVA “because if that initial test is non-significant then any subsequent tests are
ignored” (Field, 2005, p. 594). Therefore, if the initial F-test was significant, I examined the
univariate F-tests for the hypothesized differences.
Hypothesis 5 was tested using multiple regression analysis. Leadership effectiveness was
regressed on the communal and agentic characteristics used in the previous hypotheses as
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dependent variables. I analyzed the standardized regression coefficients to determine the
strength of the relationship between the communal and agentic characteristics and leadership
effectiveness. I expected the agentic characteristics to be more strongly related to leadership
effectiveness than communal characteristics. I used the methods of relative importance to test
Hypothesis 5 (Johnson & LeBreton, 2004).
Hypotheses 6 and 7 were tested using moderated multiple regression analysis. The
dependent variable was leadership effectiveness and the independent variables were the same
communal and agentic characteristics from the exploratory factor analysis of the survey results
used in testing previous hypotheses. The moderator in the regression analysis was sex.
This method is intended to test whether the relationships between leadership
effectiveness and communal and agentic characteristics vary as a function of a moderator
variable. A moderator variable, such as sex, is one that affects the direction or strength of the
relationship between the dependent and independent variables (Baron & Kenny, 1986). I tested
whether communal or agentic traits predicted leadership effectiveness differently for women and
men.
The moderator variable in the equation is calculated by multiplying X*Z, where Z is the
categorical moderator, (i.e., gender rated 1 = female and 0 = male). This produces a term that
specifies the interaction between X and Z. If moderators are missed, there are errors in
predicting outcomes. These errors may be significant resulting in faulty decisions by over or
under predicting leadership effectiveness.
A null hypothesis would state that the R² without the moderator (R²1) would be the same
as the R² with the moderator (R²2); however, if there is a moderating effect then the R²2 would
be larger and therefore a better predictor of the dependent variable than R²1. My hypotheses
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anticipated R²2 would be significantly larger than R²1. In addition, the presence of a significant
regression coefficient for an interaction term suggests that the relationship between Y and the X
variable included in the interaction variable varies based on the moderator.
Often the effect size of moderators is very small so they are frequently missed. This can
be due to unequal sample sizes across moderating groups, range restriction, unreliability of
measure, and violation of homogeneity of error variance assumption (Aguinis, 2004). Because
my sample was fairly equal with an even number of women and men, the range was not
restricted by those who completed the assessment tool but are not included, and I expected the
reliability of measures to be high, the major error I tested for was the homogeneity of error
variance assumption.
To perform the regression analysis, I computed the product term as explained above as
X*Z. The first step in the regression analysis is to regress Y (leadership effectiveness) on the
X’s (communal and agentic independent variables) and sex. The next step is to regress Y
(leadership effectiveness) on the X’s (communal and agentic independent variables), sex and the
interaction terms (X*Z). The two models give the results needed to examine the change in R²
and the regression coefficients for the interaction terms to determine the presence and
significance of a moderator.
The effect size will be measured by calculating the median f² to determine how much
variance the moderator explains versus how much is left unexplained. Aguinis (2004) analyzed
636 studies that used moderated multiple regression and found that the median effect size is .002.
This is in sharp contrast to Cohen’s (2003) guidelines, which use .02 as a small effect size, .15 as
a median effect size and .35 as a large effect size. Aguinis (2004) believes that because of the
methodological factors listed above that by the time you measure the effect size it is much
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smaller than is likely in the actual population. The moderating effect can sometimes be
statistically small yet have a larger impact on the outcomes in organizations than the size would
imply.
It is then necessary to plot the interactions to interpret them. Cohen, Cohen, Aiken and
West (2003) recommend plotting the regression of Y on X at two values of X. The two values
recommended are one standard deviation above and below the mean of X. The significance of
the interaction term indicates the presence of a moderator. The graphing is a method of
interpretation of the form of the moderator (Aguinis, 2004). If the lines are parallel then there is
no interaction on the relationship between the independent and dependent variables by the
moderator. If, however, the lines are not parallel there is an interaction as a function of the
moderator. I anticipated seeing an interaction as a function of the moderator (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Example Graph
This graph would indicate a moderating effect such that the relationship between the
agentic leadership characteristic and leadership effectiveness is stronger for men than for
women.
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS

The results presented address the hypotheses around barriers women face in the
leadership assessment process that inhibit them rising into the ranks of senior leadership
positions. I first collected data to indicate which leader characteristics were considered
“feminine” and “masculine,” then examined a regression model to determine the relationship
between these characteristics and leadership effectiveness.
The first set of results is from the survey conducted to determine the variables used for all
subsequent analyses. The results were based on survey participants’ perceptions of whether the
29 characteristics of leadership in The Leadership Circle were feminine or masculine. There
were 41 responses to the survey based on the perception of the characteristics as they relate to
women, and 40 responses to the survey based on the perception of the characteristics as they
relate to men.
The mean score for each characteristic was calculated to determine those characteristics
that were perceived as the most feminine and those perceived as the most masculine. I then
determined the difference of the means for the characteristic from the feminine survey and the
masculine survey to determine those with the greatest difference in perception.
Based on these results, I chose those characteristics for which the feminine or masculine
mean was rated above 3.6 on a 5-point scale, and whose difference was greater than 1.0. There
were 10 feminine characteristics and 10 masculine characteristics with a mean of 3.6 or greater.
Of these characteristics the only one that was perceived as both feminine and masculine was
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“Achieves Results.” For the remaining 9 feminine characteristics and the 9 masculine
characteristics with means greater than 3.6, only 4 feminine characteristics and 3 masculine
characteristics had a difference of 1.0 or greater. Those are shown in Table 4.
Table 4
Mean Ratings of Feminine and Masculine Characteristics

Mean

Mean
Difference

Creative/
a
Reactive

Relationship/Task

Caring connection

4.0

1.7

Creative

Relationship

Interpersonal intelligence

3.7

1.5

Creative

Relationship

Collaborator

3.7

1.0

Creative

Relationship

Mentoring and developing

3.9

1.0

Creative

Relationship

Autocratic

4.1

1.6

Reactive

Task

Ambition

4.3

1.3

Reactive

Task

Strategic focus

4.0

1.1

Creative

Task

Characteristics

b

Feminine

Masculine

a

Creative/Reactive: Creative is focused on vision and strategy; reactive is focused on problem solving
the current crisis.
b

Relationship/Task: Relationship is focused on building and sustaining relationships; task it focused on
process and production.

The Leadership Circle arranges the characteristics based on whether they are Creative or
Reactive tendencies and whether they are Relationship (transformational) or Task (transactional)
focused. Creative tendencies are those focused on vision and strategy. Reactive tendencies are
focused on problem solving the current crisis. A majority of the feminine characteristics were
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classified as Creative and Relationship focused. A majority of the masculine characteristics were
classified as Reactive and Task focused. This is aligned with the literature that posits that women
are perceived as more communal and transformational than men, which is defined in terms of
relationship building such as nurturing and collaboration. The literature suggests that men are
perceived as more agentic and transactional than women, which is defined in terms of being
ambitious and directive.
The items used to measure the characteristics listed in Table 4 were used in the
exploratory factor analysis to determine if there were fewer factors than the seven characteristics
used in The Leadership Circle. This technique is often used to validate a scale by demonstrating
that items consistently load on the same factor. It is also useful in selecting a subset of variables
from a larger set while ensuring that the variables chosen are not too highly correlated, and
therefore do not violate the assumption of multicollinearity. In The Leadership Circle Profile
there are 29 characteristics some of which are strongly related to one another. This is seen in the
feminine characteristics where, in preliminary factor analysis, items that described collaboration
skills and interpersonal intelligence loaded on one factor descriptive of the ability to relate to
others.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
Performing exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on the items used to measure the
characteristics identified from the survey showed the relative contribution each item made to
each factor. The exploratory factor analysis was conducted to create scales from the items used
to measure the characteristics identified by the survey. These scales are then used to test my
seven hypotheses. I conducted four EFAs. Two EFAs were for items on self-ratings of
leadership effectiveness. Of the two for self-ratings, one used the items from the survey that
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were identified as feminine characteristics and one used the items from the survey identified as
masculine characteristics.
Using SPSS PAWS Statistics version 17.0 (SPSS, 2007), the 33 items from the survey
were factor analyzed using principal axis factoring with a direct oblimin rotation. Based on these
results, I created six scales for the leader self-assessments and five scales for boss assessments.
Of the 33 items, 15 items were from characteristics associated with communal traits, and 18
items were from characteristics associated with agentic traits. For leader self-assessment, the 15
items from the survey included in the factor analysis for feminine characteristics produced three
factors. The final analysis was made up of 3 factors and 14 items. Table 5 shows the pattern
matrix for the feminine characteristics where 3 factors were supported.
The number of factors chosen was based on criteria indicating the statistical importance
of the factor. The first is that the eigenvalue was greater than 1.0, which indicates the
importance of that factor (Field, 2005). The second is that most variables should have a high
loading on the most important factor and small loadings on all other factors. If there are too
many similar items that are trying to load on a large number of factors then the structure begins
to break down and there will not be a significant pattern of variables consistently loading on one
factor (Field, 2005). Having three factors met the criteria for eigenvalues and the pattern of
items strongly loading to the factors.
Factor labels were chosen as descriptive of the items included in the factor that closely
resembled the literature. The first factor showed that items related to collaborator and
interpersonal intelligence, items 1 through 7, combined into one factor labeled Relate. The label
for these items was chosen because these items are descriptive of relationship building and
connecting with others through creating common ground to find agreement, resolve conflict, use
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Table 5
Factor Analysis for Leader Self-ratings of Feminine Characteristics

a

Pattern Matrix

1

Factors
2

3

Relate
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Collaborator 1
Collaborator 2
Collaborator 3
Interpersonal Intelligence 1
Interpersonal Intelligence 2
Interpersonal Intelligence 3
Interpersonal Intelligence 4

0.70
0.82
0.70
0.44
0.46
0.47
0.47

-0.02
-0.13
-0.11
-0.14
0.15
0.08
-0.19

0.02
-0.16
-0.07
0.08
0.19
0.19
0.15

Nuture
8
9
10

Caring Connection 1
Caring Connection 2
Caring Connection 3

0.00
0.21
0.00

-0.76
-0.54
-0.77

0.12
0.00
0.12

Develop
11
12
13
14

Mentoring & Developing 1
Mentoring & Developing 2
Mentoring & Developing 3
Mentoring & Developing 4

-0.09
0.13
0.22
0.16

-0.09
-0.23
0.04
-0.16

0.68
0.60
0.65
0.52

Eigenvalues

7.67

4.40

2.05

Variance accounted for (%)

26.46

15.18

7.06

Cumulative variance accounted for (%)

26.46

41.64

48.70

a

Principal Axis Factoring with Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization rotation.
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strong listening skills and have a high level of accountability that allows for relating to self,
others and the situation. The second factor is composed of caring connection, items 8 through
10. The label Nurture was chosen because the items are descriptive of nurturing as relationship
building traits that showed the ability to connect with others in a compassionate and caring way.
The third factor is composed of mentoring and developing, items 11 through14, which combined
to create the factor labeled Develop. This label was chosen because of the focus on professional
growth and development of others through mentoring, providing feedback and cultivating
behavior change.
The interpersonal intelligence item “I directly address issues that get in the way of team
performance” was eliminated from the scale. It was the only item of interpersonal intelligence
that aligned with the characteristic of mentoring and developing rather than collaborator and the
other items of interpersonal intelligence.
The factor analysis for feminine characteristics ratings by bosses produced the same three
factors from the 15 items with the same Interpersonal Intelligence item eliminated from the
scale. The exploratory factor analysis results for boss ratings mirrored those of leader self-ratings
(see Table 6) except that the eigenvalue for develop-boss factor was larger than the eigenvalue
for the nurture-boss factor.
The same criteria for determining the number of factors that was used for self-ratings of
feminine characteristics were applied to boss ratings of feminine characteristics. There were
three eigenvalues greater than 1.0, and the pattern matrix produced an easily interpretable
solution, so three factors were retained.
The factor analysis for masculine characteristics of leader self-ratings produced three
factors from 18 items (see Table 7). No items were deleted from this set.
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Table 6
Factor Analysis for Boss Ratings of Feminine Characteristics

a

Pattern Matrix

1

Factors
2

3

Relate
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Collaborator 1
Collaborator 2
Collaborator 3
Interpersonal Intelligence 1
Interpersonal Intelligence 2
Interpersonal Intelligence 3
Interpersonal Intelligence 4

0.76
0.88
0.78
0.58
0.72
0.58
0.68

-0.02
0.05
-0.10
-0.07
0.04
-0.01
-0.22

0.02
0.06
-0.03
0.20
-0.03
0.13
-0.09

Develop
8
9
10
11

Mentoring and Developing 1
Mentoring and Developing 2
Mentoring and Developing 3
Mentoring and Developing 4

0.05
0.07
0.22
0.19

-0.84
-0.67
-0.66
-0.59

0.00
0.26
0.00
0.13

Nurture
12
Caring Connection 1
13
Caring Connection 2
14
Caring Connection 3

-0.04
0.26
-0.02

-0.14
0.12
-0.13

0.78
0.66
0.79

Eigenvalues

7.96

1.13

1.00

Variance accounted for (%)

56.82

8.03

7.12

Cumulative variance accounted for (%)

56.82

64.85

71.97

a

Principal Axis Factoring with Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization rotation.
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Table 7
Factor Analysis for Leader Self-ratings of Masculine Characteristics

a

Pattern Matrix

1

Factors
2

3

Strategy
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Strategic Focus 1
Strategic Focus 2
Strategic Focus 3
Strategic Focus 4
Strategic Focus 5
Strategic Focus 6
Strategic Focus 7
Strategic Focus 8
Strategic Focus 9

0.69
0.67
0.70
0.68
0.71
0.76
0.67
0.68
0.61

-0.03
-0.08
0.06
0.05
-0.13
0.05
0.03
0.04
-0.02

0.02
-0.14
-0.04
0.02
0.10
0.05
0.01
0.00
0.03

Autocratic
10
11
12
13
14
15

Autocratic 1
Autocratic 2
Autocratic 3
Autocratic 4
Autocratic 5
Autocratic 6

0.19
-0.06
-0.15
0.01
0.08
-0.05

0.50
0.74
0.47
0.65
0.80
0.52

0.26
0.02
0.21
-0.09
-0.07
0.11

Ambition
16
Ambition 1
17
Ambition 2
18
Ambition 3

-0.10
0.05
0.11

0.08
-0.08
0.12

0.63
0.69
0.45

Eigenvalues
Variance accounted for (1%)
Cumulative variance accounted for (1%)

6.81
24.33
24.33

4.95
17.68
42.01

1.85
6.59
48.60

a

Principal Axis Factoring with Oblimin with Kaiser rotation.
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Items 1 through 9 combined to create a factor labeled Strategy, which is the same as The
Leadership Circle characteristic. This label was chosen as descriptive of the items that focused
on strategic activities of integration between all systems, anticipation of future consequences and
staying informed of trends and industry developments. Items 10 through 15 combined into one
factor to create a variable also labeled the same as The Leadership Circle characteristic which is
Autocratic. The label denotes a leader’s need to control and dominate even at the expense of
others. Items 16 through 18 combined into one factor labeled the same as The Leadership Circle
characteristic, Ambition. The label chosen denotes a leader’s intensive drive to be successful
through winning and moving up in the organization.
When the same items were used in the exploratory factor analysis of boss ratings, the
items loaded on only two factors rather than three factors as found for leader self-ratings from
the 18 items (see Table 8). Using the same analysis criteria of eigenvalues and the strength of
the variables loading on a factor produced only two factors for boss ratings of masculine
characteristics. When increasing to three factors, as seen in self-ratings of masculine
characteristics, the pattern matrix was not as “clean.” Items loaded on multiple factors with no
distinct and discernable pattern.
Items 1 through 9 combined into one factor labeled Strategy-Boss. Ambitious and
Autocratic items 10 through 18 combined into one factor labeled Autocratic/Ambitious-Boss.
One of estimate of the internal consistency reliability of a scale is Cronbach’s alpha. This
determines the extent to which a scale constructed from multiple items is free from random
measurement error. Creating scales from the items provides more stability than analyzing each
item on its own. Field (2005) indicates that the standard for indicating a reliable
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Table 8
Factor Analysis for Boss Ratings of Masculine Characteristics

a

Pattern Matrix

Factors
1

2

0.73
0.75
0.78
0.69
0.79
0.83
0.77
0.83
0.70

-0.15
-0.14
0.04
-0.03
-0.09
0.07
0.01
0.02
0.08

Autocratic/Ambitious
10
Autocratic 1
11
Autocratic 2
12
Autocratic 3
13
Autocratic 4
14
Autocratic 5
15
Ambition 1
16
Ambition 2
17
Ambition 3
18
Ambition 4

0.02
-0.07
0.24
-0.01
-0.09
-0.09
-0.10
0.04
-0.20

0.71
0.56
0.68
0.61
0.78
0.78
0.67
0.85
0.71

Eigenvalues
Variance accounted for (%)
Cumulative variance accounted for (%)

7.05
39.17
39.17

3.93
21.81
60.98

Strategy
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

a

Strategic Focus 1
Strategic Focus 2
Strategic Focus 3
Strategic Focus 4
Strategic Focus 5
Strategic Focus 6
Strategic Focus 7
Strategic Focus 8
Strategic Focus 9

Principal Axis Factoring with Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization rotation.
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scale is .70. Though he notes that in behavioral constructs, a value below .70 may still be
reliable “because of the diversity of the constructs being measured” (Field, 2005, p. 668). The
alphas for all scales used in subsequent analysis are shown on the diagonal in Table 9. All are
.70 or greater.
The correlations among the scales are shown in Table 9. The correlations seen for
characteristics 1 through 6 are for those of leader self-ratings on these characteristics. The
communal characteristics of nurture, relate and develop were all moderately, positively related to
each other (r’s ranged from .52 to .64). The agentic characteristic of strategy was also positively
related to the communal characteristics. The agentic characteristic of ambition, however, does
not relate strongly to the communal characteristics (r’s range from .01 to .16). The agentic
characteristic of autocratic is moderately but negatively related to the communal characteristics
(r’s range from -.30 to -.40). Research indicates that there is more variability in self-ratings than
when others rate leaders, with individuals having a predisposition to consistently over or under
rate themselves (Fletcher, 2000; Foschi, 1999).
The correlations seen for characteristics 7 through 11 are for those of boss ratings on
these characteristics. The correlations between boss ratings of characteristics relate, develop and
strategy were all moderate and positive (r’s ranged from .41 to .73). The exception was the
characteristics autocratic/ambitious which are negatively related to the other characteristics of
nurture, relate, develop and strategy.
Theoretically, I would expect strong relationships between different methods of rating,
which for this study are boss ratings of individuals who report to them and self-ratings.
However, the correlations between self-ratings on communal and agentic characteristics and boss
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Table 9
Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Alphas for
Study Variables

Mean

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

SD

1

2

3

4

Nurture
3.85
0.61 (0.80)
Relate
3.93
0.39
0.52
(0.82)
Develop
3.86
0.54
0.55
0.64 (0.81)
Strategy
3.79
0.45
0.36
0.60
0.60 (0.84)
Ambition
2.58
0.61
0.01
0.01
0.06
0.16
Autocratic
2.32
0.57
-0.36
-0.40 -0.30 -0.10
Nurture-Boss
3.85
0.62
0.33
0.19
0.17
0.07
Relate-Boss
3.94
0.52
0.10
0.15
0.11
0.11
Develop-Boss
3.90
0.60
0.14
0.09
0.19
0.14
Strategy-Boss
3.93
0.54
-0.03
0.00
0.04
0.20
Autocratic
11 AmbiationBoss
2.22
0.61
-0.05
-0.13
0.00
0.05
Leader
12 Effectiveness Self
3.60
0.52
0.41
0.59
0.63
0.67
Leader
13 Effectiveness 3.96
0.67
0.05
0.05
0.10
0.15
Boss
Note: Sample sizes range from 371 to 458; r> .15 are significant at p < .05

5

6

7

8

9

10

(0.70)
0.49
-0.07
-0.04
0.01
0.07

(0.79)
-0.20
-0.07
0.00
0.14

(0.93)
0.64
0.64
0.41

(0.90)
0.73
0.70

(0.86)
0.70

(0.91)

0.20

0.27

-0.50

-0.59

-0.38

-0.24

(0.90)

0.15

-0.24

0.11

0.12

0.15

0.12

-0.04

(0.87)

0.04

0.03

0.55

0.79

0.8

0.85

-0.36

0.16
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11

12

13

(0.96)

ratings of communal and agentic characteristics show a negative to mildly positive relationship
(r’s range from -.20 to .33).
Self-ratings of leadership effectiveness, as would be expected, relate positively to
self-ratings of communal and agentic characteristics (r’s range from .15 to .63). The agentic
characteristic ambition is the characteristic least correlated to self-ratings of leadership
effectiveness.
Boss ratings of leadership effectiveness relate positively to boss ratings of communal and
agentic characteristics, except for autocratic/ambitious, (r’s range from .55 to .85). The agentic
characteristic of autocratic/ambitious is negatively related to leadership effectiveness.
Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1 examined whether women were rated higher than men by other raters on
communal traits, when other is defined as boss. For this analysis, sex served as the independent
variable and the communal characteristics of nurture, relate and develop were the dependent
variables. Because multiple dependent variables were included, I used Hotelling’s Trace to test
this hypothesis. The Hotelling’s Trace was significant (.077, F = 9.4, p < .001). These results
indicated that Hypothesis 1 is supported and there was a significant difference between women
and men on others’ ratings of communal traits. This did not, however, explain which
characteristics differed from one another or if individual characteristics differed significantly.
When observing the means for women and men in Table 10, there appeared to be only a small
practical difference between women and men on most traits. The between-subject effects from
analysis of variance (ANOVA) shown in Table 10 can be used to determine the significance of
sex differences on individual traits.
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Table 10
Comparison of Means for Boss Ratings of Communal Characteristics

Nurture-Boss

Relate-Boss

Develop-Boss

Gender

Mean

SD

F-test for Between-Subjects Effects

F
M
Total

3.97
3.79
3.88

.62
.65
.64

7.51*

F
M
Total

3.91
3.98
3.95

.57
.51
.54

1.57

F
M
Total

3.97
3.88
3.93

.57
.66
.62

2.00

Note: *p < .01.
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The F ratios from the between-subjects ANOVA showed that there is a significant
difference between women and men on bosses’ ratings of nurture (F=7.51, p < .01). This was
substantiated by the higher mean of women’s ratings by others on nurture of 3.97 compared to
ratings by others of men on nurture of 3.78. So Hypothesis 1 is supported. The difference was
statistically significant and explained 20% of the variance as indicated by the R². There were no
significant differences for sex on relate and develop.
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2 examined whether men were rated higher than women by other raters on
agentic traits, when other is defined as boss. This analysis produced a non-significant
Hotelling’s Trace (.011, F = 1.95, p = .14). These results indicated that Hypothesis 2 is not
supported and there is not a significant difference between men and women on others’ ratings of
agentic traits. The results of the between-subject ANOVA shown in Table 11 indicated a
marginally significant
Table 11
Comparison of Means for Boss Ratings of Agentic Characteristics

Strategy-Boss

Autocratic/AmbitiousBoss

Gender

Mean

SD

F-test for Between-Subjects
Effects

F
M
Total

3.87
3.99
3.93

.58
.55
.57

3.76*

F
M
Total

2.23
2.17
2.2

.66
.62
.64

0.74

Note: *p < .05.
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difference between others’ ratings of women and men on strategy (F = 3.76, p = .053).
Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3 posited that women rate themselves higher than men rate themselves on
communal traits. This produced a significant Hotelling’s Trace (.069, F = 10.43, p < .001).
These results indicated that Hypothesis 3 is supported and there was a significant difference
between women and men on leaders’ self-ratings of communal traits. This did not explain,
however, which characteristics differed from one another or if individual characteristics differed
significantly. As with Hypothesis 1, when observing the means for women and men in Table 12,
there appeared to be only a small practical difference between women and men on most traits.
The results of the between-subject ANOVA shown in Table 12 can be used to determine the
significance of sex differences on individual traits.
Table 12
Comparison of Means for Self-ratings of Communal Characteristics

Gender

Mean

SD

F-test for Between-Subjects Effects

F
M
Total

3.98
3.73
3.85

.57
.61
.61

20.08*

F
M
Total

3.92
3.94
3.93

.41
.37
.39

0.28

F
M
Total

3.90
3.82
3.86

.54
.53
.53

0.60

Nurture

Relate

Develop

Note: *p < .001
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The F ratios from the between-subjects ANOVA indicated there is a significant
difference between women and men on self-ratings of nurture (F = 20.08, p < .001). This was
substantiated by the higher mean of women’s self-ratings on nurture of 3.98 compared to men’s
self-ratings on nurture of 3.73. The difference explained 42% of the variance as indicated by the
R².
Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4 examined whether men rated themselves higher than women rated
themselves on agentic traits. Hotelling’s Trace (.035, F = 5.22, p = .001) was significant,
indicating that Hypothesis 4 is supported and there was a significant difference between women
and men on leaders’ self-ratings of agentic traits. As noted previously, this does not, however,
explain which characteristics differed from one another or if individual characteristics differed
significantly. When observing the means for women and men in Table 13, there appeared to be
only a small practical difference between women and men on most traits.
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Table 13
Comparison of Means for Self-ratings of Agentic Characteristics

Strategy

Ambition

Autocratic

Gender

Mean

SD

F-test for Between-Subjects Effects

F
M
Total

3.76
3.81
3.79

.46
.43
.45

1.66

F
M
Total

2.48
2.66
2.58

.59
.61
.61

9.84**

F
M
Total

2.33
2.31
2.32

.59
.54
.56

0.18

Note: *p < .01

The F ratios from the between-subjects ANOVA show that there was a significant difference
between women and men on leaders’ self-ratings of ambition (F = 9.84, p = .002). This is
substantiated by the higher mean of men’s self-ratings on ambition with a score of 2.66
compared to women’s self-rating on ambition of 2.48. The difference was statistically
significant with sex explaining 21% of the variance as indicated by the R². This is in contrast to
Hypothesis 2, which found sex to be unrelated to others’ ratings of women and men on agentic
traits.
Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 5 conjectured that agentic traits would be more strongly related than
communal traits to leadership effectiveness as rated by self and by others, with others being
defined as boss. Schein’s (1973) early research generated the concept of “think-manager
think-male” and connected agentic behaviors with leadership.
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The regression analysis was run twice. The first time self-ratings of leadership
effectiveness were regressed on self-ratings of communal and agentic characteristics. The second
time boss ratings of leadership effectiveness were regressed on boss ratings of communal and
agentic characteristics.
The results for self-ratings are shown in Table 14. The F statistic of 84.60 and
significance of p < .001 for self-ratings indicated the model was a significant fit of the data
overall. The R² of .53 showed that the communal and agentic traits in the model explained 53%
of the variation in leadership effectiveness.
In support of Hypothesis 5, the agentic trait strategy was the most strongly related
characteristic to leadership effectiveness. Conversely, the agentic trait autocratic was negatively
related to leadership effectiveness when leaders rated themselves. However, the communal
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Table 14
Leadership Effectiveness Regression Analysis - Self-ratings

Unstandardized
Coefficients
B
SE B

Standardized
Coefficients
β

(Constant)

.14

.22

Nurture

.02

.04

.02

Relate

.14

.06

.11*

Develop

.24

.04

.25***

Strategy

.49

.05

.43***

Ambition

.11

.03

.12**

Autocratic

-.10

.04

-.11*

2

Note: R = 53; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

characteristic, develop, was the second most strongly related to leadership effectiveness.
Consequently, while Hypothesis 5 is supported, leadership effectiveness is not exclusively
related to agentic characteristics.
The results for boss ratings are shown in Table 15. The F statistic of 335.95 and
significance of < .001 for boss ratings indicated the model was a significant fit of the data overall
as well. The R² of .83 shows that the communal and agentic traits in the model explained 83% of
the variation in leadership effectiveness when bosses rated leaders, a much higher rate than when
leaders rated themselves.
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Table 15
Leadership Effectiveness Regression Analysis - Boss Ratings

Unstandardized
Coefficients
B
SE B

Standardized
Coefficients
β

(Constant)

-.841

.193

Nurture-Boss

.026

.035

.025

Relate-Boss

.331

.056

.264*

Develop-Boss

.263

.042

.238*

Strategy-Boss

.599

.044

.487*

Autocratic/Ambitious Boss

.003

.032

.003

2

Note: R = 83; *p < .001.

When bosses rated leaders, the communal characteristic of nurturing and the agentic
characteristic of autocratic/ambitiousness, were not statistically significant. Strategy, as
previously noted, was the most strongly related to leadership effectiveness all other predictors
being constant. This is true for self-ratings as well, however, it is boss ratings that typically have
the greater influence in determining promotions and development in an organization.
The agentic traits strategy and ambition and the communal traits relate and develop were
significantly related to leadership effectiveness when leaders rate themselves. The agentic trait
strategy and the communal traits relate and develop were significantly related to leadership
effectiveness when bosses rate leaders.
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Hypothesis 5 is, therefore, partially supported. While both communal and agentic traits
were significant in predicting leadership effectiveness, strategy had the highest standardized
regression coefficient. Also, nurture, which women rate high on, is not significantly related to
leadership effectiveness. This outcome was true for self-ratings as well as for boss ratings.
Hypotheses 6 and 7
Hypotheses 6 and 7 tested whether relationships between leadership effectiveness and the
communal and agentic characteristics vary as a function of a moderator variable which in this
analysis was sex. Hypothesis 6 stated that communal leader characteristics would be more
strongly related to leadership effectiveness for women than for men. Hypothesis 7 stated that
agentic leader characteristics would be more strongly related to leadership effectiveness for men
than for women. The regression analysis was run twice. The first time, leadership effectiveness
as rated by self was regressed on self-ratings of communal and agentic traits. The moderated
regression analysis produced two sets of results. Model 1 contained sex and all self-rated
independent variables, and Model 2 contained sex and all self-rated independent variables and
the interaction terms. The second time leadership effectiveness, as rated by boss, was regressed
on sex and boss ratings of communal and agentic traits with both models.
Table 16 shows the results for hypotheses 6 and 7 for self-ratings. The F statistic of
73.77 for model 1 and 40.11 for model 2 with a significance of p < .001 for both indicated the
model of self-ratings of leadership effectiveness was a significant fit for the data. The R² in
model 1 indicated that the communal and agentic characteristics explained 53.4% of the variation
in leadership effectiveness. When the interaction terms were added in model 2 the R² increased
to 54.0% indicating the moderator of gender explained another .06% of variance in ratings above
what the communal and agentic characteristics explained. The change was not significant

68

(F = .924, p = .477) indicating sex was not a moderator of the relationship between leader
characteristics and leadership effectiveness for self-ratings. An interesting finding, however is
that gender was significantly and negatively related to leadership effectiveness (B = -.08, p <
.05). Thus, women rate themselves as less effective leaders than men rate themselves.
Hypotheses 6 and 7 are not, however, supported for self-ratings.
Table 17 shows the results related to hypotheses 6 and 7 for boss’s ratings. The F
statistic of 282.8 for model 1 and 155.71 for model 2 with a significance of p < .001 for both
indicated the model for boss ratings was a significant fit to the data. The R² in model 1 indicated
that the communal and agentic characteristics explained 82.4% of the variation in leadership
effectiveness. When the interaction terms are added in model 2 the R² increased to 82.7%
indicating the moderator of gender explained another .3% of variance in ratings above the
communal and agentic characteristics; however this change in R² was not significant. Despite
the non-significant change in R², the nurture by sex interaction was significant. Thus,
Hypothesis 6 was partially supported. Hypothesis 7 however, was not supported for boss ratings.
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Table 16
Results of Moderated Multiple Regression for Self-ratings

Unstandardized Coefficients
Step 1
Step 2

Characteristic
Constant
Strategy

0.19
0.48***
(.39, .58)
0.09**
(.02, .16)
-0.09*
(-.16, -.01)
0.04
(-.03, .11)
0.13*
(.01, .26)
0.25***
(.16, .33)
-0.08*
(-.15, -.01)

Ambition
Autocratic
Nurture
Relate
Develop
Sex
Strategy X Sex Interaction
Ambition X Sex Interaction
Autocratic X Sex Interaction
Nurture X Sex Interaction
Relate X Sex Interaction
Develop X Sex Interaction
R2
∆R2

0.53***

a

Marginally

Note: R2 = .53; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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0.44
0.48***
(.34, .62)
0.07
(-.02, .14)
-0.10
(-.21, .02)
0.04
(-.06, .14)
0.02
(-.15, .19)
0.32***
(.20, .441)
-0.51
(-1.4, .38)
-0.01
(-.20, .18)
0.04
(-.10, .17)
0.02
(-.14, .18)
0.00
(-.15, .14)
0.24*a
(-.01, .48)
-0.15
(-.32, .03)
0.54
0.01

Table 17
Results of Moderated Multiple Regression for Boss Ratings

Unstandardized Coefficients
Step 1
Step 2

Characteristic
Constant
Strategy

-.84
0.60**
(.52, .69)
0.00
(-.06, .06)
0.02
(-.05, .09)
0.34**
(.23, .45)
0.26**
(.17, .34)
0.03
(-.03, .09)

Aggression
Nurture
Relate
Develop
Sex
Strategy X Sex Interaction
Aggression X Sex Interaction
Nurture X Sex Interaction
Relate X Sex Interaction
Develop X Sex Interaction
R2
∆R2

0.82**

Note: R2 = .83; *p < .05; **p < .001
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-1.0
0.63**
(.50, .75)
0.02
(-.07, .12)
-0.45
(-.14, -.05)
0.37**
(.21, .54)
0.29**
(.18, .40)
0.22
(-.55, 1.0)
-0.03
(-.20, .15)
-0.03
(-.16, .10)
0.15*
(.010, .29)
-0.06
(-.29, .16)
-0.90
(-.25, -.07)
0.83
0.01

Graphing is a method of interpretation of the form of the moderator (Aguinis, 2004). If
the lines are parallel then there is no interaction on the relationship between the independent and
dependent variables by the moderator. If however, the lines are not parallel there is an
interaction as a function of the moderator. In order to graph the results of the analysis, I ran the
regression analysis separately for female leaders and for male leaders using main effects only. I
calculated the predicted score for leadership effectiveness for each using the formula

Ŷ=α+B₁X₁+B₂X₂+B₃X₃+B₄X₄+B₅X₅. To determine the plot points I used Aguinis’s (2004)

recommendation of calculating the predictive outcome at three points, the mean and 1 standard
deviation (SD) above and 1 standard deviation (SD) below the mean.
I calculated the mean and 1 SD above and below the mean for women and for men. This
was done for the 1 marginally significant interactive characteristic of relate for self-ratings of
leadership effectiveness. Table 18 shows the results for women and Table 19 shows the results
for men that were used in the equation.
The formula for the mean Ŷ for relate for women (Table 18) is
-.12+(3.97*.57)+(3.91*.42)+(3.86*.56)+(3.75*.49)+(2.52*.60)+(2.34*60) = 3.54. In the formula
the mean for relate, 3.91, was replaced by 3.49 to get the Ŷ of 3.41 for 1 SD below the mean and
it was replaced by 4.33 to get the value of 3.68 for 1SD above the mean.
The formula for the mean Ŷ for relate for men (Table 19) is
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.45+(3.72*.62)+(3.93*.39)+(3.80*.56)+(3.81*.44)+(2.69*.60)+(2.33*56) = 3.62. In the formula
the mean for relate, 3.93 was replaced by 3.53 to get the Ŷ of 3.62 for 1 SD below the mean and
it was replaced by 4.32 to get the value of 3.63 for 1SD above the mean.
Table 18
Coefficients, Means and Standard Deviations for Self-ratings
of Communal and Agentic Traits for Women

Mean

SD

Unstandardized Beta
-0.12

Nuture

3.97

.57

.04

Relate

3.91

.42

.32

Develop

3.86

.56

.19

Strategy

3.75

.49

.38

Ambition

2.52

.60

.11

Autocratic

2.34

.60

-.09

Constant
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Table 19
Coefficients, Means and Standard Deviation for Self-ratings
of Communal and Agentic Traits for Men

Mean

SD

Unstandardized Beta
.45

Nuture

3.72

.62

.06

Relate

3.93

.39

.01

Develop

3.8

.56

.29

Strategy

3.81

.44

.49

Ambition

2.69

.60

.10

Autocratic

2.33

0.56

-.13

Constant

This produces the results for the graph (see Figure 2) displaying the difference in ratings
for women versus men on self-ratings of leadership effectiveness.

Women

-1SD
3.41

Mean
3.54

+1SD
3.68

Men

3.62

3.62

3.63

The graph for relate shows that there is very little impact in ratings of leadership
effectiveness for men when they display characteristics of relating. Yet there is a significanat
increase in ratings of leadership effectiveness for women when they behave to stereotype; ie.are
perceived as more relating.
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Figure 2. Differences in the Relationship Between Self-ratings of Relate and Leadership
Effectiveness for Women vs. Men
I again calculated the mean and 1 SD above and below the mean for women and for men
on boss ratings of leadership effectiveness. This was done for the 1 significant interactive
characteristic of nurture for boss ratings of leadership effectiveness. Table 20 shows the results
for women and Table 21 shows the results for men that were used in the equation.
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Table 20
Coefficients, Means and Standard Deviation for Boss Ratings
of Communal and Agentic Traits for Women

Mean

SD

Unstandardized
Beta
-.86

Strategy

3.88

.56

.58

Aggression

2.23

.65

-.01

Nurture

3.97

.59

.07

Relate

3.92

.56

.30

Develop

3.96

.56

.28

Constant

Table 21
Coefficients, Means and Standard Deviation for Boss Ratings
of Communal and Agentic Traits for Men

Mean

SD

Unstandardized
Beta
-.89

Strategy

3.98

.52

.63

Aggression

2.18

.60

.01

Nurture

3.77

.63

-.02

Relate

3.97

.50

.36

Develop

3.87

.64

.25

Constant
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The formula for the mean Ŷ for nurture for women is:
-.86+(3.88*.58)+(2.23*.01)+(3.97*.07)+(3.92*.30)+(3.96*.28) = 3.95. In the formula the mean
for nurture, 3.97, was replaced by 3.38 to get the Ŷ of 3.91 for 1 SD below the mean and it was
replaced by 4.56 to get the value 3.99 for 1SD above the mean.
The formula for the mean Ŷ for nurture for men is
-.88+(3.98*.63)+(2.18*.01)+(3.77*-.02)*(3.97*.36)+(3.87*.25) = 3.97. In the formula the mean
for nurture, 3.77 was replaced by 3.14 to get the Ŷ of 3.98 for 1 SD below the mean and it was
replaced by 4.40 to get the value of 3.95 for 1SD above the mean.
This produces the results for the graph (see Figure 3) displaying the difference in ratings
for women versus men on boss ratings of leadership effectiveness.

Women

-1SD
3.91

Mean
3.95

+1SD
3.99

Men

3.98

3.97

3.95

Figure 3. Differences in the Relationship Between Boss Ratings of Nurture and
Leadership Effectiveness for Women vs. Men
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The graph for nurture shows that there is a negative impact in ratings of leadership effectiveness
for men when they display characteristics of nurture. There is a significanat increase in ratings
of leadership effectiveness for women when they behave to stereotype (i.e., are perceived as
more nurturing).
I also checked for homogeneity of error variance between results for women and for men.
The homogeneity of error variance assumption implies that the error variance for women and
men is equal so that scores are similarly distributed along the regression line. If this is not true
then it indicates the presence of a moderator. The method used to test for this was the DeShon
and Alexander (1996) 1.5 heuristic method derived from a large simulation study (Aguinis,
2004). If the difference in the change in R² is approximately 1.5 then there is no violation of a
type I error of assuming a moderator exists when it in fact does not. Neither the change in R² for
leader self-ratings or boss ratings met the DeShon and Alexander test. The lack of homogeneity
error implies that there is not a moderating effect.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This study began with the notion based on role congruence theory that when women
behave descriptively by using agentic or masculine traits, they violate the prescriptive feminine
stereotype. If, however, they behave by using communal or feminine traits then they are
perceived as not being a fit for leadership because they do not possess the skills to be a leader. I
suggested that this barrier to reaching leadership positions plays out in the public arena by
limiting the number of women in the Senior Executive Service (SES) ranks. A consequence of
this is that women are not adequately represented and do not have authority to push forth the
agenda of women; therefore a large percentage of the population is under-represented regarding
public policy. This reflects representative bureaucracy theory which states that "a bureaucracy
composed of individuals who share the values and attitudes of the public at large will produce
public policy that closely reflects the interests and desires of the public" (Dolan, 2000, p. 515),
rather than just the white, male elite. It supports the idea that when women are in SES in the
federal government, they are likely to advocate for women's interests (Dolan, 2000; Mani 1997;
Saidel & Loscocco, 2005). But given that they are not there in sufficient numbers, women’s
interests are under-represented.
Assessments to determine candidates for leadership are influenced by the stereotypical
behaviors examined in these theories. Self-ratings on assessments tend to be influenced by a
range of sources and are internalized at a very young age in a way that impacts future
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performance on a variety of tasks. Many of these tasks are gender related (Correll, 2001;
Fletcher, 1999). Women are more likely to receive positive feedback when they behave in a
communal way that is consistent with stereotypes and so behave and rate themselves more highly
on these traits.
Schein (1973) found that characteristics most associated with males were also associated
with the successful manager category, thus the “think manager-think male” concept that may
have influenced raters, in this study bosses, when assessing leadership effectiveness. The
association between males and successful managers was true for both male and female raters
(Schein, 1973). Consequently, even though bosses who were rating their employees were
approximately half female and half male in the data used for this study, the implications of
stereotypes may still have been influential in the ratings of leadership effectiveness.
Hypothesis 1 stated that women are rated higher than men by boss raters on communal
characteristics and Hypothesis 2 that men are rated higher than women by boss raters on agentic
characteristics. Although Hypothesis 1 was supported by a signigicant difference between
women and men on nurture, there was no significant differences between women and men for
the communal traits relate and develop and no differences between women and men on the
agentic traits. These results can be due to several factors. First, people who have risen in the
ranks in government are prone to being more savy than those in the private sector about what is
the right thing to say or espouse regarding the support of diversity. Second, observation of men
as the predominant figure in senior positions shows that it takes agentic characteristics to make it
to the top so women who want to be in those positions may emulate those characterisitcs. Third,
given that the sample is from the public sector it may also be that the expectation is for there to
be more emphasis and awareness of equal opportunity in this employment area than in the
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private sector. The government sector is more likely to be attuned to Equal Employment
Opportunity regulations. Finally, it is also possible that women who did not display the agentic
characterisitcs were eliminated from the senior ranks early on (Mani, 1997).
Hypothesis 3 stated that women rate themselves higher than men on communal
characteristics and Hypothesis 4 that men rate themselves higher than women on agentic
characteristics. This research found that ratings from the assessment tool used did find women
rated differently than men on the communal trait nurture and agentic traits when leaders rate
themselves. Self-ratings by leaders tended to follow the stereotypical expectations for women
and for men. Women rated themselves higher than men on communal traits. Since women are
more influcenced by the feedback they receive, this may impact how they rate themselves since
typically they would receive more positive comments for behaving in a stereotypical pattern.
Men also followed a typical pattern of rating themselves more strongly on the agentic trait
ambition than women. This perpetuates their association with behaviors of power and status.
The responses supported the concept of women and men behaving to gender stereotype that is
embedded in the social fabric and individual’s understanding of self and others.
It was not necessarily surprising that while women were rated as high as men by their
boss on agentic traits that relate to leadership effectivness, they are still not seen in high numbers
in the SES. This supports the literature of Eagly and Karau (2002) that women who exhibit
agentic behaviors violate the feminine stereotype and are often disliked and rejected for their
competence by being incongruent with the expectation of leadership. The expectation aligns
with Schein’s (1973) studies that soldified the concept of think-manager, think-male. Men in
power still have a preference for selecting those who look most like them (Kanter, 1977; Powell
& Butterfield, 2002). So while women are rated high descriptively on their behavior there is still
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consequence for violating the prescriptive expectation of how they should behave as a member
of the feminine gender (Ely & Padavic, 2007).
Hypothesis 5 stated that agentic traits are more strongly related to leadership
effectiveness than communal traits. The agentic trait strategy is the most strongly related to
leadership effectiveness in the findings. This is good news since this is an agentic trait for which
there was no mean differences between how women and men are rated, either in self-ratings or
boss ratings. However, finding communal traits of relating and developing others as well as the
agentic trait of strategic thinking related to leadership effectiveness is not surprising. The
communal traits which relate to transformational leadership style were found by Eagly et al.
(2003) to be a very effective form of leadership though not influential in the development and
promotion of women into leadership positions. Since bosses have the greater influence for
determining who receives leadership development and promotions, these ratings have the greater
significance for the potential for women to move into leadership positions.
Hypothesis 6 stated that communal leader characteristics would be more strongly related
to leadership effectiveness for women than for men. As seen in Figure 3, the communal
characteristic nurture is the only characterisitc for which ratings are influenced by the sex of the
leader. This is consistent with women being rated by others and by themselves more strongly on
communal characteristics in the literature and played out in Hypotheses 1, 3 and 5. Women are
consistently rated high on nurture through all hypotheses. So it is of interest that women must
posses this in order to be rated high on leadership characteristics, yet it is not correlated to
leadership effectiveness. This strongly aligns with the theory of role congruence where nurture
is highly associated feminine characterisitcs. So women are caught in a double bind of
incongruency. If they exhibit the nurturing characteristic they are not associated with leadership
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potential, yet if they do not exhibit the nurturing characteristic they violate the feminine norm
and are not seen as being authentic and wanted in leadership positions.
Hypothesis 7 stated that agentic leader characteristics would be more strongly related to
leadership effectiveness for men than for women. There is not a significant difference in ratings
between how women and men are rated by bosses on agentic characterisitics. It is the good news,
bad news dilemma for women. The good news is women are not being punished on assessments
for displaying agentic characteristics. The bad news is women are being punished when they do
not display adequate levels of communal characteristics. While women are acknowledged as
being effective leaders, they are not being promoted into leaderships positions as evidenced by
the 13% reported by the Office of Personnel and Management. This suggests that something,
likely gender, is influencing the decision-making process for promotions.
The analysis showed that there is not a moderating effect on self-ratings or boss ratings
for most characterisitcs of leadership. However in this dataset there are almost equal numbers of
women and men in the pipeline being assesed for leadership possibilities, yet there are only 13%
of senior positions in the federal government filled by women. Therefore, it appears there is
some consequence for women since they are not being promoted into senior positions
proportionate to their numbers being considered based on the investment in going through the
assessment process.
It is likely that moderators go undetected when using a stringent definition of
significance, which can lead to decision making that is detrimental to individuals, groups and
organizations (Aguinis, 2004). Consequently, the lack of a moderating effect in these data does
not in and of itself show a lack of barriers to women rising up in the ranks of the SES as
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evidenced by the lack of women in leadershp positions. This lack of women in the upper
echelons of organizations still diminishes women’s magnitude and power.
As Kanter (1977) noted, it is necessary to gain increasing numbers of women at high
levels before they can begin to break down the barriers and gain influence. This substantiates
Dolan’s (2002) notion that for women to be active representatives of women’s issues in the
government, there must be a higher concentration in the senior executive ranks in order to feel
less pressure to conform. Dolan found that all senior executives exercise influence and shape
policies. Currently it is predominantly men who shape policy around issues that are important to
them. Without significant numbers of women in senior government positions therefore, there is
a majority of our population’s interess that are under-addressed.
The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 called for a bureaucracy that reflects the nation’s
diversity. Despite the strides seen of women in powerful positions, government agencies are still
predominantly male led. Representative bureaucracy is meant to bring democracy even to the
nonelective process of civil servants by making certain that the senior level of bureaucrats are
representative of the public they serve. While women do not fall into a single category, there are
underlying issues of family, equality, improved workplace conditions and quality of life that
have common threads that are unaddressed without the active representation of leaders with
similar concerns and agendas. It also supports women being in positions that are more
economically rewarded and that bring status and power that men have typically claimed.
The notion that incongruence exists between the communal traits most associated with
women and the expectation of agentic traits needed for leadership creates a barrier not only in the
private sector but also in the public sector. This idea of incongruence shows up through lack of
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representation in government agencies of women who can influence policy that addresses
women’s needs and concerns. This connection is shown in Table 22.
Whether it is given the name of feminism or not, research on subtle or obvious detriments
to the well-being of women, socially, politically and economically, falls into that category. Role
congruency then seeks to explain, from a feminist perspective, what creates some of the barriers
for women reaching the senior positons in leadership while representative bureaucracy theory
clairifies the impact on public policy. Continued research on the identification of obstacles to the
growth and development of women to increase their rise into the ranks of leadership will
hopefully translate into the practical application of greater opportunity in evaluation,
development and promotion. This would also open the door for acceptance of transformational
leadership styles that promote creative environments where organizations, government and
employees prosper and flourish. This would be in contrast to the transactional style prevalent
today of solving the same problems each time they arise rather than explore the ways to a more
permanent solution found in cooperative energy rather than competitive pursuit.
By using actual data assessing leadership effectiveness of leaders in the government
sector, this analysis has moved research forward from case studies, simulations and student
samples by adding a layer of authenticity through actual work place findings.
Breaking through the barriers is difficult and complex for the non-dominant group.
However, continuing education by providing data from studies is one way to do that.
Hawkesworth (2003) found that women in Congress crafted their agendas and manipulated their
male conunterparts to present and support that agenda. Heilman (2001) also found it to be
effective for women to mitigate their agentic attributes with communal behaviors. Studies such
as this one show that there are still expections for women to behave in stereotypical ways and
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that those behaviors do not correlate with leadership. Having consistent data that these barriers
exist provides substantiation that change is needed in the dominant group’s perspective and
behavior toward women as leaders.
Influencing behavior through pursuasion is another means to effect change that
eliminates barriers to women gaining positions in leadership. Women need to use the power of
grassroots movements that concentration their numbers and address their agendas. Options
include contacting legislative representatives and others who have power to influence women’s
agendas.
It is still necessary for women to use “acceptable” methods of subtle or group influence
in order to make progress. However, until women have equitable power, influence and
economic status, there will still needs to be efforts that break the barriers to reach leadership
positions.
Limitations
The independent variables identified for this research were based on a convenience
sample survey used to identify people’s perceptions of which Leadership Circle Profile
characteristics were feminine or masculine. The respondents to the survey might not
demographically match the sample of participants that completed The Leadership Circle
assessment. Considerable effort was made, however, to match the assessement sample as closely
as possible demographically on age, education and work experience with participants that
completed the survey. For example, the average age of the survey respondant was 46 vs. 48 for
The Leadership Circle Profile.
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Table 22
Connection of Role Congruence and Representative Bureaucracy Theories
______________________________________________________________________________
Role Congruence Theory

Leadership Effective is Associated with Agentic Traits

Males Predominantly in all Leadership Positions

Leadership in Government Agencies is Male Dominated

Leadership in Government Agencies Establishes & Implements Policy

Leadership Represents Interest of Like Groups

Small Number of Women in Government Leadership

Women’s Issues Under-Represented

Representative Bureaucracy Theory
______________________________________________________________________________
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The survey responsdants were appproximately half female and half male and were highly
educated with most having some completed some graduate study which matches up with The
Leadership Circle Profile. Those taking the survey were less diverse with 90% being Caucasion
vs. 76% of The Leadeship Circle Profile. The analysis was also constrained by using the items
and measures employed in The Leadership Circle.
In addition there are other factors important to leadership effectiveness that are measured
by The Leadership Circle that are excluded from this analysis. I focused on those identified
from the results of the survey used to determine people’s perception of characteristics as either
feminine or masculine. From this I cannot determine causality. It is possible for example, that
bosses make a determination of leadership effectiveness bases on their bosses’ views of
leadership effectiveness rahter than a more “independent” rating of the traits.
The sample from The Leadership Circle Profile is also not representative of the Senior
Executive Service at large. The demographics for the SES do not match the demographics for
the leaders in The Leadership Cricle Profile assessment; not all government employees who
participated in the assesesment were in the SES. It is presumed that since the government
agency is investing in these participants’ assessment for leadership they are being considered for
senior level positions. The average age in the SES is slightly older at 54.2 years versus 48.3 for
leaders in the dataset. The ethnic make-up is similar though a larger percent of the leaders in the
dataset have advanced degrees; 70.8 % of the leaders in the sample versus 63.3% of the SES in
general. The biggest difference is the gender make-up. The SES is 28% women while the leader
dataset is almost evenly divided between women and men, with women making up 48.3% of the
sample. It is possible that agencies who make the investment to assess and develop their leaders
are more conscious and concerned about stereotypes and desirous of providing more
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representative opportunity. It may also be that some government agency leaders are rewarded
based on their achievement of Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) goals (Powell &
Butterfield, 2002) and so provide more assessment opportunity for development though it is not
following through to promotions.
The effect size on the analysis for self-ratings is small at f² equals .016. According to
Cohen et al. (2003) this is a small effect size. However, it can have significant impact on
decision making as shown in Aguinis’s work (2004) where .002 is the median effect size of
moderators. It is likely that moderators go undetected when using a more stringent definition of
significance which can lead to decision making that is detrimental to individuals, groups and
organizations (Aguinis, 2004). The f² effect size for boss ratings is .035. This is higher than the
median of .002 that Aguinis (2004) found when studying moderating effects. Aguinis (2004)
notes that discounting a moderator effect because of a low power often overlooks the impact it
has on the implications and significance for use in practice such as for hiring, promotions and
leadership development. This effect size is another indicator that for boss ratings a moderating
result is present.
Future Study
The database of leader assessments used for this study is rich with future opportunities
for research. Given the speculation that government agencies might bring a greater awareness of
equal opportunity, it would be interesting to do a comparative study of public versus private
organizations analyzing the same hypotheses. Fletcher (1999) and Ragins (1991) also raise some
interesting theory on how direct reports are influenced in their evaluation of leaders based on
their gender. Though this research only looked at bosses’ ratings of leaders, direct reports and
peers may also be influenced by the gender of the person they rate. This database would support
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further study in this area as well as allow research on the perspective of the leaders’ boss’s boss.
While my research did not find age, education, ethnicity or management level a significant factor
for the hypotheses analyzed, there is ample opportunity to examine the influence of these factors
on other theories or hypotheses.
The findings also raise other interesting questions. The average age of the leaders was
48.3 while the average age of the boss was almost exactly the same at 48.2. However, the results
from this study showed that gender influenced the ratings of boss’s on leadership effectiveness
on the characterisitc of nurture but did not influence self-ratings on this characterisitc. This
raises several questions. One question is what generated the difference in gender influence
between self-ratings and boss ratings. Would the differentiation show up by analyzing the
gender of the boss? Self-ratings by leaders did not show gender having a significant influence on
ratings. So another question that would be interesting to speculate on is whether gender would
be a significant influence when these same leaders rate their direct reports on leadership
effectiveness.
The clear message is that women still face descriptive and prescriptive consequences
when being assesed for future opportunities. This influence of gender in the assessment process
by a person’s boss continues to inhibit women showing up in leadership positions. This lack of
mass of women in the senior ranks perpetuates the problem by hampering active representation
in government policy to advocate for women’s issues. It also stalls affording women the
opportunity to show their contribution through different leadership styles that offer creative and
compassionate solutions in powerful and influential ways.
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Appendix A
Feminine and Masculine Rating Survey
Leadership Survey
There are many traits and behaviors that contribute to effective leadership. Within the United
States we often think of these traits or behaviors as being associated with women or men.
In this survey I will ask you to rate a list of leader traits or behaviors according to how
characteristic they are of women.
I would appreciate your assistance in filling out the survey. It should take approximately 5
minutes.
I am asking you to complete this survey to assist with research for my dissertation.
There are no right or wrong answers; I am simply interested in your opinion. Your participation is
voluntary and you may stop your participation at any time without penalty. Your responses
will remain anonymous and confidential as I do not ask for your name on this survey and your
responses will be combined with other participants' responses for statistical analysis.
Thank you for your help!
Sharon Smith
Doctoral Candidate, The L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs
Virginia Commonwealth University

If you have any questions or comments about this research, please contact:
Professor Margaret L. Williams
School of Business
Virginia Commonwealth University
Snead Hall, 301 West Main Street
Richmond, VA 23284‐4000
Phone: 804‐828‐1530
E‐mail: mlwillia@vcu.edu
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Please provide the following background Information:
1. My gender is: (please circle your answer)
1 Female
2 Male
2. My ethnic background is: (please circle your answer)
1 White/Caucasian
2 Black/African American
3 Hispanic
4 Asian/Pacific Islander
5 Native American
6 Multi‐racial
7 Other __________________________________
3. My education level is: (please circle your answer)
1 Less than a high school degree
2 High school degree
3 Some college
4 College Degree
5 Some graduate coursework
6 Graduate degree
4. How old were you on your last birthday?
_____________ years
5. Are you currently employed? (please circle your answer)
1 Yes
2 No
6. How many years of full time work experience do you have?
_____________ years

Thank you very much for your assistance. It will be very valuable to me in my dissertation process.
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If you have any comments about this survey, please provide them in the space below:

Instructions:
The following is a list of behaviors or traits that could be used to describe a leader. Please read each description and
circle the number that corresponds to your opinion of how characteristic is each trait or behavior of WOMEN.
Please use the following scale:
1 = Uncharacteristic 2 = Somewhat uncharacteristic 3 = Neither characteristic or uncharacteristic
4 = Somewhat characteristic 5 = Characteristic
Trait/Behavior
Ambition - the need to move up in the organization and be better than others
Achieves Results - being goal directed with a record of achievement and
performance
Arrogance - behaving in a way that is superior, egotistical and self-centered
Autocratic - tendency to be forceful, aggressive and controlling
Balance - ability to maintain balance between work, family, and leisure
Belonging - the need to conform and meet the expectations of those in
authority
Caring Connection - having the ability and interest to form caring
relationships
Collaborator - engaging others to find common ground and win-win situations
Community Concern - emphasis on care for and service to the community
from the local neighborhood to the global society
Composure - the ability to remain focused and calm in the midst of conflict
Conservative - the tendency to follow procedures and live within the rules
Courageous Authenticity - willingness to take tough stands and openly deal
with difficult problems
Critical - adopting a critical, questioning and cynical attitude
Decisiveness - ability to make decisions on time and be comfortable taking
action under uncertainty
Distance - tendency to be emotionally distant
Driven - pushing yourself excessively hard, being a workaholic
Fosters Team Play - encouraging high performance teamwork
Integrity - adhering to the principles and values you espouse
Interpersonal Intelligence - effectiveness in dealing with your own and others'
feelings
Mentoring & Developing - helping people develop personally and
professionally
Passive - giving your power to others and to circumstances outside your
control
Perfect - the need to attain flawless results
Personal Learner - taking an active interest in personal and professional
learning
Pleasing - the need to seek others' approval to feel secure
Purposeful & Visionary - communicating and modeling commitment to a
compelling and strategic vision for the organization
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Selfless Leader - personal awareness that leads to the pursuit of service over
self-interest
Strategic Focus - thinking strategically
Sustainable Productivity - ability to achieve results that enhance the long term
effectiveness of the organization
Systems Thinker - redesigning organizational systems to solve multiple
problems simultaneously and produce results
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There is another survey sheet identical to the above that asks participants to reach each
description and circle the number that corresponds to their opinion of how characteristic each
trait or behavior is of MEN.
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Sharon Lynn Smith was born October 17, 1955 in Richmond, Virginia. She attended
Virginia Commonwealth University earning a Bachelor of Science in English Education in 1978
and a Master of Business Administration in 1982. She spent 12 years at Circuit City in varied
capacities from operations to customer service to merchandising and electronic commerce. She
is the former Chief Operating Officer of a mid-sized staffing company where her strategic focus
there was developing staff and generating an infrastructure to promote increased accountability,
revenue and exceptional customer service. For the last 10 years, she has been President of her
own management consulting firm focused on strategic consulting with small businesses and
governments on organizational development, operational processes and interim executive
services. While consulting, she began the pursuit of her Ph.D. in Public Policy.
She is committed to the community, both personally and professionally. She is an alumni
of the Center for Creative Leadership, the Chamber of Commerce’s Leadership Metro
Richmond, and formerly on the Boards of United Way and Communities in Schools.
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